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Preface

Air Force senior leadership recognizes that cross-cultural competence is critical in preparing
airmen to accomplish a variety of missions in foreign environments. This recognition has led to
strong interest in ensuring that the Air Force provides the cross-cultural skills its airmen need
through training and education. RAND was asked to provide a definition of cross-cultural
performance as the foundation for the design of the Air Force’s cross-cultural training and
education. The resulting definition is a first step toward clarifying what airmen should be able
to do to be considered cross-culturally competent.

The research reported here was sponsored by the Air Force Directorate of Airman Devel-
opment (AF/A1D) and conducted within the Manpower, Personnel, and Training Program of
RAND Project AIR FORCE as part of a fiscal year 2008 study titled “Building Better Airmen
Through Enhanced Force Development Policies and Processes.” This monograph should be of
interest to those involved in or interested in providing culture and language training for inter-
national assignments: Air Force leadership and staff, the broader defense community, govern-
ment agencies involved in international assignments, and any public or private organizations
operating in an international environment.

RAND Project AIR FORCE

RAND Project AIR FORCE (PAF), a division of the RAND Corporation, is the U.S. Air
Force’s federally funded research and development center for studies and analysis. PAF pro-
vides the Air Force with independent analyses of policy alternatives affecting the development,
employment, combat readiness, and support of current and future aerospace forces. Research
is performed in four programs: Force Modernization and Employment; Manpower, Personnel,
and Training; Resource Management; and Strategy and Doctrine. The research reported here
was prepared under contract FA7014-06-C-0001.

Additional information about PAF is available at

http://www.rand.org/paf/


http://www.rand.org/paf/
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Summary

Air Force leadership recognizes that the cross-cultural performance of Air Force members now
plays a greater role in mission success than ever before. AF/A1D therefore asked RAND to
assist in developing a comprehensive program for preparing members of the Air Force in cross-
cultural skills.

To better understand the behaviors that the Air Force hoped to develop and improve
through this program, we reviewed existing literature on cross-cultural job performance and
discussed cross-cultural training needs with various Air Force personnel. We found that there
is no clearly established description of the behaviors required to perform in a foreign country
and that the opinions of Air Force personnel differ about what should be included in the train-
ing for such performance. Given these differences of opinion and the fact that no taxonomy
covering all relevant aspects of cross-cultural performance had yet been established, RAND
was given the goal of creating the taxonomy.

To accomplish this goal, we began with three main questions:

—_

What is cross-cultural performance, or behavior?

2. Which cross-cultural behaviors do Air Force members, or airmen, identify as important
to their deployed jobs?

3. Do all airmen, regardless of job requirements, need the same type and/or amount of

cross-cultural training?

We then developed a framework of 14 cross-cultural behavior categories that could be used to
address these three main questions.

Nine of the 14 categories encompass behaviors that are considered enabling—i.c., they
help facilitate a variety of day-to-day activities and are likely to be needed in a variety of
jobs. These categories are foreign language skills; verbal and nonverbal communication; apply-
ing appropriate social etiquette; managing stress in an unfamiliar cultural setting; changing
behavior to fit cultural context; gathering and interpreting observed information; applying
regional knowledge; self-initiated learning; respecting cultural differences. The other five cat-
egories encompass behaviors that are considered goal oriented—i.e., they are associated with
specific mission-related activities and are likely to be needed only by individuals working in
certain Air Force Specialty Codes (AFSCs) or for certain job tasks. These categories are estab-
lishing authority; influencing others; negotiating with others; establishing credibility, trust,
and respect; resolving conflict.

The importance of the 14 behavior categories for deployed performance was evaluated by
surveying approximately 21,000 previously deployed airmen. The survey respondents generally

xi
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rated enabling behaviors as more important than goal-oriented behaviors; they also rated skill
in the language of the country of deployment as less important than half of the other catego-
ries. (See pp. 18-20.) We also examined the importance ratings within each AFSC and the dif-
ferences across AFSCs. For example, Pilots tended to view the 14 behavior categories as unim-
portant to their deployed jobs, whereas Special Investigations, International Affairs/Foreign
Area Office, and Security Forces personnel tended to have the opposite view. (See pp. 20-23.)

Overall, the results show that at least some airmen view each category of cross-cultural
behavior as important (see pp. 18—27), suggesting that the Air Force should include all 14 in a
comprehensive training program. Based on the survey findings, we recommend three gradu-
ated levels of training in each of the categories. All airmen would receive a low level of training
throughout their career and just prior to deployment. Airmen in AFSCs that indicated the 14
categories were, on average, moderately important would also receive medium-level, in-depth
training. And airmen in AFSCs that rated certain categories highly important would also
receive high-level—specialized, expert-level—training. (See pp. 20-23.)

Other suggestions for next steps in designing a comprehensive cross-cultural training pro-
gram include evaluating existing Air Force cross-cultural training, designing new curricula to
address the 14 behavior categories where necessary, developing assessment tools for measuring
skills in the 14 categories, setting standards for cross-cultural performance expectations, and

tracking the skills and training received. (See pp. 41-47.)



Acknowledgments

A number of Air Force personnel have contributed to this study. We specifically thank our
former and current project sponsors, Brig Gen Robert Allardice (AF/A1D) and Mr. Joseph
McDade (AF/A1D), as well as Ms. Gwendolyn DeFilippi (AF/A1DD) and various staff mem-
bers, including Capt Bryan Pickett (AF/A1DD), Capt Greg Dufty (AF/A1DLL), and LtCol
Charlie Underhill (AF/A1DLL), for their guidance and support in sponsoring this study.

We also thank the personnel at the Air Force Manpower Agency, including Mr. Lou
Datko, Ms. Brenda Gainey, and Ms. Ashley Brown, for providing us with sampling informa-
tion and for tirelessly sending out emails inviting participants to complete our survey.

In addition, we would like to thank Mike Thirtle for serving as the project lead at the
initiation of this project, laying the groundwork for this study, and providing guidance to the
team throughout the remainder of the project. We also acknowledge John Crown, for help-
ing with the Air Force personnel data used for selecting the survey sample, and Larry Hanser
and Al Robbert, for their guidance and assistance throughout the study. Col Cathy Chin
helped us in the initial stages of the open-ended comments analysis. Julie Ann Tajiri, Emily
Taylor, Taylor Forry, and Samantha Abernethy provided tireless support. Cord Thomas and
Rita Singer assisted with the technical aspects of fielding the survey. Finally, Mike Neumann
contributed to the editing process.

Lastly, but perhaps most importantly, we thank the many airmen who participated in
the survey, as well as the faculty members, instructors, career field managers, and Air Force
personnel who participated in the informal meetings, interviews, and focus groups leading to
the survey’s development.

xiii






Abbreviations

AF/A1D Air Force Directorate of Airman Development

AFSC Air Force Specialty Code

DLI Defense Language Institute
DoD Department of Defense

FAO Foreign Area Officer

OSI Office of Special Investigations
PAF Project Air Force

PME professional military education
ROE rules of engagement

SOP standard operating procedure

TCN third-country national

XV






CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

In today’s military climate, cross-cultural performance plays a greater role in mission success
than ever before. Both military and civilian leadership have clearly acknowledged the need
for further development of cross-cultural performance, including such specific skills, or com-
petencies, as language, regional expertise, diplomacy, and social etiquette.! For example, in
his 2006 testimony to the Senate Armed Services Personnel Subcommittee, then—Air Force
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel Lt Gen Roger A. Brady stated: “Today’s dynamic security
environment and expeditionary nature of air and space operations require a cadre of Air Force
professionals with a deeper international insight, foreign language proficiency, and cultural
understanding” (Brady, 2000, p. 5). And Lt Gen Stephen R. Lorenz, the Air Force’s Air Uni-
versity Commander, said: “[A]s the United States begins to understand the nature of the long
war, the need for training in language and regional cultures has become even more apparent”
(Lorenz, 2007). Similar sentiments on the importance of these types of cross-cultural skills
have been expressed by many other officials, including Secretary of the Air Force Michael W.
Wynne (in a Letter to Airmen [Wynne, 2006]), both President George W. Bush and Secre-
tary of State Condoleezza Rice (in remarks made at the U.S. University Presidents’ Summit
on International Education [Bush, 2006; Rice, 2006]), and Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul
Wolfowitz (in an interview with the New York Times [Wolfowitz, 2003]).

The Department of Defense (DoD) has codified the importance of cross-cultural training
in several official programs and documents, including the National Security Language Initia-
tive (U.S. Department of State, 2006), the Quadrennial Defense Review Report (DoD, 2006),
and the Department of Defense Language Transformation Roadmap (DoD, 2005). Moreover,
the Roadmap mandates that every service should develop and track the language and regional
expertise of its personnel, and clearly states that language, culture, and regional expertise are
not only important “defense core competencies,” but also “critical weapons systems.”

Given the presence of U.S. forces in numerous countries, particularly in current opera-
tions, the Air Force and other services have begun taking steps to integrate cross-cultural
training into existing curricula. This call for cross-cultural skills has led Air Force leaders to
acknowledge the need for much improvement in the Air Force’s training of cross-cultural
performance.

I Although the Air Force clearly acknowledges that cross-cultural performance is important, it has not yet provided a clear

definition of what cross-cultural performance is.
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Defining the Problem

In response to the DoD guidance for all services to improve the cross-cultural performance
of their forces, the Air Force Directorate of Airman Development (AF/A1D) asked RAND to
help conceptualize the content of training programs aimed at improving cross-cultural perfor-
mance within the Air Force. We understood that the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)
and the Air Force were primarily concerned with the application of cross-cultural performance
skills, or competencies, in the field. Accordingly, we focused on the use of #7aining to improve
cross-cultural performance and use the term #raining in this document to refer to any efforts
intended to improve job performance. We recognize that efforts labeled as education (e.g., pro-
fessional military education, or PME) also play a role in improving job performance.? Thus,
even though we focused on training, the results of our analyses also apply to aspects of educa-
tion programs.

To accomplish the project’s goal, RAND researchers began by setting up informal focus
groups, interviews, and meetings with various Air Force personnel in order to gain an initial
understanding of the types of cross-cultural training needed (the demand for training) and the
types of training currently available (the current supply of training).

Through these informal interviews and focus groups, the researchers discovered that
despite leadership’s clear agreement that cross-cultural performance is important, there was
little agreement on the type of training needed to improve cross-cultural performance. For
example, some of the Air Force trainers and instructors who provide cross-cultural training
think that language is the key to improving cross-cultural performance. Others think that
regional education, including geography, history, political information, and economic infor-
mation, will address the need for cross-cultural skills. Still others think that teaching regional
norms, social etiquette, taboos, etc., will fill the cross-cultural training gap. In many cases,
advocates for one type of training are adamantly opposed to the need for another. In addition,
advocates for many existing training programs argue that they are already providing cross-
cultural training, even though the content of the training differs noticeably from program to
program. From our conversations with various Air Force personnel and Air Force trainers and
educators, it became clear that people were requesting a wide variety of training and that the
types of training already being provided differed widely from course to course. This led us to
conclude that the type of cross-cultural training being requested might not be consistent with
the type of training being provided.

Without consensus on what constitutes cross-cultural training, there is no way to know
whether cross-cultural training needs are being met by every or even any existing training
program. More specifically, lack of consensus on the relevant components of a cross-cultural
training curriculum could result in a disconnect between the content of the training and the
needs expressed by airmen returning from deployment. For example, if an airman requesting
cross-cultural training is looking to be trained in social etiquette and receives training that
consists of information on history, economics, and political systems, that airman’s training
needs are not being met.

Without first establishing what type of training airmen need, one cannot be certain
whether that need is being met by existing programs. For this reason, the critical first step is to

2 We use training and training programs as an inclusive term to cover training, education, experience, and development

efforts (Chapter Two elaborates on this usage).
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define the domain of cross-cultural performance so that it can be used to guide the develop-
ment of training that meets Air Force performance needs and ensures effective use of training
resources.

Our discussions with various Air Force personnel also highlighted the disjointed and
unsystematic nature of current Air Force—wide cross-cultural training efforts. Many com-
mendable and well-intentioned training programs exist in the Air Force, but their availability
is limited, particularly for airmen who may need them the most. For example, some Offi-
cer Training School (OTYS) courses cover regional education (i.e., geography, history, political
information, and economic information on major regions of the world) but are not accessible to
all airmen who may need this type of training. A computer-based language training program
that offers flexible training times and broad accessibility via the Internet is another example. It
is available to only some airmen, and many of those are unaware of its availability or may not
have time for the training.

Based on what we learned in our informal interviews and focus groups with various Air
Force personnel, we identified several other gaps in the Air Force’s current cross-cultural train-
ing efforts. One of these is the absence of an established method for evaluating the success
of existing cross-cultural training; another is a limited capability for tracking how much and
what type of cross-cultural training individual airmen receive. Except in the case of language,
the Air Force’s capability for measuring or accounting for the existing cross-cultural skills of
its force is limited.

A good starting point for closing these gaps is a systematic inventory of the Air Force’s
cross-cultural training objectives. A comprehensive examination of all possible definitions of
cross-cultural performance is needed to

e facilitate communication between those requesting cross-cultural training (the demand
side) and those providing it (the supply side)

* assess airmen’s specific training needs

* provide targeted training and education to meet those needs

* provide basic criteria to evaluate each type of training’s success at meeting all or any rel-
evant training needs.

Our Approach

To better understand the Air Force’s cross-cultural training needs, we conducted a basic needs
assessment for cross-cultural training to establish what and how much of particular types
of behavior are required for improved cross-cultural performance—a process conspicuously
absent in much of the research literature on cross-cultural training (Campbell and Kuncel,
2001). Our intention was not to define cu/ture, but, rather, to define what airmen should be
able to do in a foreign culture. This information can serve as the foundation for the Air Force’s
establishment of training objectives, which is the essential first step in creating a systematic
program of cross-cultural training.
We approached the problem through three main questions:

1. What is cross-cultural performance, or behavior?
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2. Which cross-cultural behaviors do airmen identify as important to their deployed
jobs?

3. Do all airmen, regardless of job requirements, need the same type and/or amount of
cross-cultural training?

We began by first reviewing the existing literature on cross-cultural training and perfor-
mance and holding discussions with various Air Force personnel to determine what airmen
need to be able to do to be considered “cross-culturally competent.” We then used what we
learned in the review and discussions to develop 14 categories of cross-cultural behavior that
are potentially relevant for on-the-job cross-cultural performance. Chapter Two provides a full
discussion of what went into addressing question 1.

Next, we tested the relevance of the 14 behavior categories by surveying approximately
21,000 previously deployed airmen and asking them to rate the importance of these catego-
ries in their deployed job. Consistent with standard methods of job analysis (Goldstein, 1991;
Williams and Crafts, 1997), these importance ratings were used to determine whether the 14
behaviors can be considered an important component of job performance for a particular job.
See Chapter Three for a full discussion of how we addressed questions 2 and 3.

We also used the results of our survey to arrive at suggestions for training components
and to describe key steps remaining in the development of a comprehensive program for bol-
stering the cross-cultural competence of airmen—such as skills assessment, evaluation of exist-
ing training programs, and development of training for specific deployment locations. Chapter
Four provides a full discussion.



CHAPTER TWO
Defining Cross-Cultural Job Performance

As discussed in the previous chapter, our goal was to determine which behaviors are necessary
for successful cross-cultural performance in the Air Force. We began by searching the existing
literature for frameworks to use in defining cross-cultural performance. What we found is that
there is a substantial body of work on theoretical frameworks for cultural differences, specific
types of cross-cultural training for certain behaviors, and expatriate and sojourner experiences.
However, there is little work defining the full domain of cross-cultural performance.

Examining Frameworks for Differentiating Cultures

The theoretical work on frameworks for comparing and describing cultures is extensive. These
frameworks are used to define the dimensions of culture, or the constellations of shared values,
norms, and beliefs that characterize culture. Though the exact definitions and dimensions of
culture are still subject to debate (Triandis, 1996), examples of dimensions commonly used to
describe cultures include individualism and collectivism (the extent to which persons define
themselves in terms of their personal characteristics and goals versus the characteristics and
goals of collectives to which they belong), verticality and horizontality (the extent to which
cultures value hierarchical versus egalitarian relationships), and masculinity and femininity
(the extent to which cultures value assertiveness) (Triandis, 1996; Triandis and Bhawuk, 1997;
Hofstede and Hofstede, 2005).

While these culture typology approaches have given rise to their own substantial bodies
of literature, they focus on broad-brush categorization systems by which cultures can be differ-
entiated. Thus, this literature primarily seeks to define culture itself, not to determine behaviors
essential for successful job performance in a culture. Descriptions of the dimensions of culture
are simply too broad to help clarify the Air Force’s training objectives or to help specify the
behaviors required when working and living in a foreign culture.!

A number of researchers have applied these theoretical culture-defining approaches to the
training context (for example, Bhawuk, 1998; Fiedler, Mitchell, and Triandis, 1971; Worchel
and Mitchell, 1972). However, these efforts typically aim not to improve job performance per
se, but to bring about a better understanding of differences between cultures. Despite the pre-
sumption that an awareness of these differences leads indirectly to improved performance, the

1 Definitions of culture and typologies used to describe and compare cultures can, of course, be very useful in helping

students in cross-cultural courses to understand and apply course material. For further discussion of this issue, see Chapter
Two’s section on additional issues for consideration.
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effectiveness of current training interventions based on these approaches has not been thor-
oughly investigated.

The Lack of Cross-Cultural Performance Training Evaluations

Not only is there no universally agreed upon definition of culture, there is also, as mentioned
earlier, no agreement on what constitutes cross-cultural performance. The literature examin-
ing this performance often uses broad, non-performance-based criteria (Morris and Robie,
2001; Ones and Viswesvaran, 1997), such as withdrawal or early termination of assignments
(e.g., Abbe, Gulick, and Herman, 2007; Bhaskar-Shrinivas, Harrison, Shaffer, and Luk, 2005;
Birdseye and Hill, 1995). Of the studies that focus on performance abroad, many tend to draw
on existing, well-validated general models of domestic task and contextual performance (e.g.,
Caligiuri, 2000; Shaffer, Harrison, Gregersen, Black, and Ferzandi, 2006) and pay little atten-
tion to what is unique to cross-cultural performance.

These broad theoretical approaches to job performance are too general to be of much use
in creating training programs (Campbell and Kuncel, 2001) because they provide no perfor-
mance information at a level of detail sufficient for determining specific training objectives—in
this case, the specific behavioral components of cross-cultural performance.

The operationalization and subsequent measurement of behaviorally based (and hence
potentially trainable) cross-cultural competencies is at a relatively rudimentary stage (Dinges
and Baldwin, 1996). Even a broad attempt by Arthur and Bennett (1995) to determine the
importance of 54 possible characteristics for expatriate performance examined relatively few
that addressed specific behavior. Expatriates were asked to rate the importance to success of
a list of factors ranging in behavioral specificity from relatively precise (such as courtesy and
tact, display of respect) to even less precise (such as high motivation, youthfulness, positive
self-image).

Researchers in cross-cultural performance recognize that a needs assessment is a key
prerequisite for the development of an effective cross-cultural training program (Gudykunst,
Guzley, and Hammer, 1996), but there is little evidence of any comprehensive investigation
of the full set of potentially necessary cross-cultural competencies. Moreover, much of the
research has been conducted in a civilian rather than a military context. Given the differences
in the goals and duties of civilian jobs versus military missions, this constitutes yet another bar-
rier to these studies’ usefulness to Air Force cross-cultural performance training,.

Lack of empirical validation is also a problem in the literature on cross-cultural perfor-
mance training (Black and Mendenhall, 1990; Church, 1982; Mendenhall, Stahl, Ehnert,
Oddou, Osland, and Kuhlmann, 2004; Morris and Robie, 2001). As noted previously, much
of this literature assumes that training in certain competencies is essential for successful cross-
cultural performance, thus failing to fully recognize that this is an empirical question that has
gone largely untested. For example, some of the studies look at specialized training programs,
called “cultural assimilators” (Bhawuk, 1998; Fiedler, Mitchell, and Triandis, 1971; Worchel
and Mitchell, 1972), that are intended to train individuals to correctly attribute motivations
for behavior in different cultures (Cushner and Landis, 1996). These studies assume that such
training will facilitate cross-cultural interaction but do little to confirm that making correct
attributions is, by itself, sufficient to enhance performance.
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Another study describes the development of a cross-cultural training program focused
on cross-cultural communication (Cushner and Brislin, 1996). There is theoretical and logical
support for considering communication a component in the constellation of necessary skills,
just as there is for cultural attributions. However, in this case too, there has been no empirical
validation of communication training’s necessity, let alone sufficiency, for improving job per-
formance. Efforts on other specific components of cross-cultural performance, such as negotia-
tion (e.g., Ting-Toomey, 2004), also suffer from this problem.

Thus, just as there are differences of opinion among Air Force subject-matter experts
about cross-cultural performance training, there is little agreement in the literature on the
comprehensive scope of cross-cultural behavior training. However, the existing literature does
provide a good starting point for exploring the full constellation of behavioral competencies
needed for successful cross-cultural performance. That literature, in combination with infor-
mal focus groups and discussions with various Air Force personnel, helped us identify our 14
categories of cross-cultural behavior.

The 14 Cross-Cultural Behavior Categories

Our review of the existing literature and discussions with various Air Force subject-matter
experts made it clear that the terms cross-cultural job performance and cross-cultural job skills
brought to people’s minds a wide range of behaviors and that those behaviors differed consid-
erably from individual to individual. This meant that before a training program to improve
cross-cultural job performance could be designed, we would have to define the domain of
behaviors to be trained.

As there was no established classification system covering all potentially relevant aspects
of cross-cultural performance, we developed one. This taxonomy consists of 14 cross-cultural
behavior categories. Several of these categories overlap conceptually, but we chose to use all
14 because each one had been deemed important by at least some Air Force personnel and/or
research literature. One benefit of this taxonomy is that it provides a set of behaviorally specific
terms, use of which can improve communication between those who supply and those who
request cross-cultural performance training.

We grouped the 14 categories according to two global types of behaviors: enabling and
goal oriented. Enabling behaviors are those that help facilitate a variety of day-to-day activities
and are likely to be needed in a variety of jobs. Goal-oriented behaviors are those associated with
specific mission-related activities and are likely to be needed only by individuals in certain Air
Force Specialty Codes (AFSCs) or for certain job tasks. Successful performance of enabling
behaviors will likely improve one’s performance of goal-oriented behaviors but is not a prereg-
uisite for successful performance of goal-oriented behaviors. Individuals could, in theory, have
low skills in an enabling behavior (e.g., foreign language) and yet have high skills in a goal-
oriented behavior (e.g., negotiating with others).

Enabling Behaviors

Foreign language skills. The foreign language skills category includes the abilities to
speak, write, read, and understand a non-English language. For Americans visiting a non-
English-speaking country, even a small amount of language capability offers an advantage
in interacting with the locals and the culture. Understanding and speaking the language can
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demonstrate respect for, interest in, and willingness to make the effort to learn about the locals,
and can facilitate more-personal interactions and eliminate misunderstandings that can occur
when an interpreter is involved. The ability to read street signs, local newspapers, etc., can
facilitate living and working in the local community. Understanding the language can also
help improve the visitor’s interpretation of interactions with and between locals; speaking the
language permits greater immersion in the culture, which leads to increased opportunities for
deeper learning about the culture. Because of how much language skills offer, they should be
viewed as a key aspect of cross-cultural performance.

Research on non-native speakers suggests that language skills can have both a positive
and a negative effect on locals’ perceptions. Several studies show that higher levels of fluency in
a foreign language result in more-positive perceptions by native speakers (White and Li, 1991;
Wible and Hui, 1985; Molinsky, 2005) and higher job performance (Mol, Born, Willemsen,
and Van Der Molen, 2005). However, other research shows that as a person’s fluency in a for-
eign language increases, so do the expectations that the person’s behavior will be consistent
with interpersonal cultural norms (Molinsky, 2005). In other words, culturally inappropriate
behavior is more acceptable from a foreign person whose language fluency is low. This suggests
that even though language fluency can be an important skill for increasing locals’ positive
perceptions, it may be advisable to accompany this skill with other culturally relevant skills in
order to avoid producing a highly fluent individual who is viewed as culturally inappropriate.

Verbal and nonverbal communication. Verbal and nonverbal communication is the
sending and understanding of spoken and unspoken information about mood, intent, status,
demeanor, and message (Cushner and Brislin, 1996; Cushner and Landis, 1996; Gudykunst,
Guzley, and Hammer, 1996). This is not the same as foreign language skills: Native speakers of
a language can be poor communicators, and people with no language skills can communicate
effectively with locals in a foreign country.

We included this behavior category to distinguish specific language skills from general
communication skills in the domain of cross-cultural behavior, since we had observed that the
two were often conflated in Air Force personnel’s discussions of cross-cultural training needs.
The literature on cross-cultural training notes the importance of both verbal and nonverbal
communication (e.g., Cushner and Brislin, 1996; Cushner and Landis, 1996).

Applying appropriate social etiquette. The application of appropriate social etiquette
entails knowing and being able to use the etiquette—customs, conventions, norms, man-
ners, traditions, gender-specific rules, etc.—called for in a given situation in a given location.
Each country and region has its own social etiquette for different contexts. For example, in
the United States, appropriate social etiquette at a black-tie dinner differs from that at a sports
game, in a corporate boardroom, or on the streets of Manhattan. The importance of skills in
this category is supported by the literature (Arthur and Bennett, 1995).

Managing stress in an unfamiliar cultural setting. Stress management in an unfamiliar
cultural setting entails being able to recognize and deal with stress resulting from a lack of
language skills, an inability to understand cultural norms, feeling like a “fish out of water”
because of cultural and ethnic differences, feelings of being perceived by locals as a stereotypi-
cal American, and feeling that locals may not welcome the presence of U.S. troops.

Expatriates may feel stress and anxiety during interactions with people from a different
culture or in an unfamiliar cultural setting (Cushner and Brislin, 1996; Black and Mend-
enhall, 1990; Black, Mendenhall, and Oddou, 1991). It is important for expatriates to learn
to manage these reactions, because stress and anxiety that are not managed and/or reduced
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can result in increased illness, absenteeism, lower job performance, lower job satisfaction, and
higher turnover (Bhaskar-Shrinivas, Harrison, Shaffer, and Luk, 2005; Cooper, Dewe, and
O’Driscoll, 2001; Hom and Griffeth, 1995). Psychological adjustment has been studied exten-
sively in the expatriate literature as an outcome measure of expatriate success (e.g., Ward and
Kennedy, 1993; Janssens, 1995; Ward, Okura, Kennedy, and Kojima, 1998; Shaffer, Harrison,
Gregersen, Black, and Ferzandi, 2006; Cross, 1995) and has been shown to affect expatriate
job performance (Bhaskar-Shrinivas, Harrison, Shaffer, and Luk, 2005). Emotional stability, a
personality trait related to how one deals with stress, has also been shown to relate to expatriate
job performance (Mol, Born, Willemsen, and Van Der Molen, 2005).

Changing behavior to fit cultural context. Changing behavior to fit cultural context
involves adapting one’s behavior to match and/or complement the behavior of locals, avoiding
common American practices that may be offensive in certain settings, and behaving in ways
that might be awkward for an American but are necessary to fit in with the culture. This cat-
egory is similar to that of applying appropriate social etiquette (described above) except that,
here, there is an emphasis on modifying one’s behavior to match the situation.

Gathering and interpreting observed information. The gathering and interpreting of
observed information consists of watching locals interact both with each other and with U.S.
military personnel to learn what produces positive and negative reactions in both cases. This
category also entails observing one’s surroundings with the objective of learning to identify
which locals appear to be acting inappropriately or suspiciously and which do not.

Bandura’s (1977) theory of social learning suggests that opportunities for observation
and modeling may increase an individual’s learning about proper modes for interaction in a
foreign culture (Mak, Westwood, Ishiyama, and Barker, 1999). As a person’s opportunities for
observation in a culture grow, so too should the person’s skill at interacting within that cul-
ture. However, foreigners in an unfamiliar cultural environment often avoid opportunities for
observational learning because they find interacting with the locals anxiety inducing (Mak,
Westwood, Ishiyama, and Barker, 1999). It is thus suggested that training in cross-cultural
behavior should include instruction on how to observe and interpret interactions between
locals.

Applying regional knowledge. The application of regional knowledge entails knowing
and being able to use factual information about a region or country’s economic, political, and
religious history, as well as its current economic, religious, and political issues. It also entails
using factual information about relevant foreign relations (e.g., whether a neighboring country
is an ally or foe).

Knowledge about a region or country provides a basic foundation for any involvement
in that culture, and understanding how to apply that knowledge to strategic decisionmaking
is likely a critical skill for many military personnel serving in a foreign culture. Also, basic
knowledge about a region can demonstrate one’s interest in and willingness to put effort into
learning about the culture. Bhawuk (1998) and others have found that it is important for all
personnel involved in a foreign culture to learn how to apply at least some regional knowledge
in their day-to-day jobs.

Self-initiated learning. Self-initiated learning is defined as taking the initiative to learn
more about the country, culture, or language than was provided in one’s training. It requires
a willingness to go above and beyond that training and a desire to constantly improve one’s
cross-cultural performance. No training program will ever be comprehensive enough to pre-
clude additional learning, so this is a way for individuals to continue to augment their train-
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ing and improve their performance while deployed. It can take the form of volunteering for or
requesting additional training from the Air Force; spending off-duty time with locals; talking
with someone from the country, such as an interpreter or guide; and learning on one’s own
through the Internet, books, or computer-based training software.

Self-initiated, proactive learning is not typically included in the existing cross-cultural
training literature (although Arthur and Bennett, 1995, suggest that initiative is important),
but we think that this category of behavior is an integral component of cross-cultural perfor-
mance. Theoretically, high performance in self-initiated learning would demonstrate to the
locals that one is interested in the culture and willing to make the effort to learn about it,
which may result in the locals becoming more receptive and welcoming to proactive learners.
At the same time, high performance in this behavior category may help improve performance
in all other cross-cultural behavior categories.

Respecting cultural differences. Respecting cultural differences consists of respecting
locals’ values, opinions, and mindset, and recognizing that stereotypes—which every culture
has—should be avoided and not used as the basis for opinions. This category also includes rec-
ognizing that American culture differs from other cultures but is not necessarily superior, and
demonstrating respect for cultural differences between Americans and locals.

Cultural sensitivity has been acknowledged as an important aspect of cross-cultural per-
formance (Hammer, Bennett, and Wiseman, 2003); it has also been shown to relate to job
performance (Mol, Born, Willemsen, and Van Der Molen, 2005). The relationship between
this behavior category and job performance is not surprising given the ease with which people
form and accept stereotypes about members of other groups and the detrimental effects of ste-
reotypes on interpersonal interactions. If airmen are expected to interact with individuals from
other cultures, it is advisable that they learn to respect cultural differences, which includes
avoiding stereotypes.

Goal-Oriented Behaviors

Establishing authority. Establishing authority covers actions needed when exercising judi-
cial and/or law enforcement powers, controlling or restricting the behavior of locals, ordering
compliance from locals, or demonstrating that one is in charge. This category of behavior would
likely be needed by individuals serving in a law enforcement or security forces capacity.

Research has demonstrated that cultures vary in their reactions to different techniques for
exerting authority (Tyler, Lind, and Huo, 2000). Establishing authority thus may be an impor-
tant behavior category for inclusion in cross-cultural performance training for certain jobs.

Influencing others. Influencing others involves changing locals’ opinions or behavior,
convincing them to follow one’s leadership willingly (i.e., without force or coercion), providing
them with guidance or leadership, persuading them to go along with or accept an idea, and
influencing or persuading them to behave or act in a certain way. This category differs from
that of establishing authority (directly above) because the emphasis is on convincing locals to
voluntarily follow one’s leadership and guidance rather than on making them comply with
one’s orders.

High performance in this behavior category leads to greater backing and support by
locals and, ultimately, to greater success at motivating locals to assist in achieving a perfor-
mance goal.



Defining Cross-Cultural Job Performance 11

This category is similar to the leadership/management behaviors described as important in
some cross-cultural training literature (e.g., Harrison, 1992). Effective leadership/management
behaviors (defined as behaviors successful at exerting influence) have been shown to differ from
culture to culture (Gelfand, Erez, and Aycan, 2007). For example, managerial behavior that
predicts managers’ performance in the United States has been shown to be unrelated to either
American or Chinese managers’ performance in Hong Kong (Black and Porter, 1991).

Moreover, motivators and rewards differ across cultures (Gelfand, Erez, and Aycan, 2007),
which means that behaviors for influencing others should take into account culturally relevant
motivators and rewards. Individuals working in other cultures must understand the methods
that are and are not persuasive in a given culture.

Negotiating with others. Negotiating with others entails, among other skills, bargaining
successfully with locals for supplies or resources, reaching compromise solutions with locals
that please both sides, and forming mutually beneficial partnerships with locals.

Effective negotiation tactics differ from culture to culture (Brett and Okumura, 1998;
Sheer and Chen, 2003; Gelfand, Erez, and Aycan, 2007). Failure to use the appropriate tactics
may result in less negotiating power, loss of respect, and in some cases failed negotiations. It is
therefore imperative that airmen working in other cultures understand the methods that are
and are not appropriate and effective in a given culture.

Establishing credibility, trust, and respect. Establishing credibility, trust, and respect
means improving the locals’ perception of and respect for Americans and the U.S. military and
showing them that Americans will not betray their trust. Gaining credibility and the trust and
respect of the locals can be important not only for accomplishing the immediate mission, but
also for improving the locals’ perceptions of Americans and the U.S. military in general and
thereby helping to ensure the success of future missions.

Methods for establishing trust can vary across cultures (Sullivan, Peterson, Kameda, and
Shimada, 1981), and people often automatically view members of groups other than their own
as less trustworthy, credible, and deserving of respect. In addition, failure to establish credibil-
ity, trust, and respect can impede normal business interactions (Doney, Cannon, and Mullen,
1998).

To have successful interactions with locals, airmen need to demonstrate that they are
worthy of trust and respect by striving to be a credible source of information before proceeding
with business. This is particularly important in a military context, since many locals may feel
threatened by the presence of the U.S. military or may distrust U.S. intentions.

Resolving conflict. Resolving conflict involves preventing, managing, defusing, and oth-
erwise resolving conflicts between locals, as well as between Americans and locals.

Conflict resolution skills are important for airmen who interact with locals or manage
personnel who interact with locals. Conflict reduction is probably most needed by airmen who
manage local people, assist a community in a policing capacity, or serve in a diplomatic role.
It is important that the differences in conflict resolution approaches used by different cultures
be understood (Tyler, Lind, and Huo, 2000; Sullivan, Peterson, Kameda, and Shimada, 1981;
Ohbuchi and Takahashi, 1994; Morris, Williams, Leung, Larrick, Mendoza, Bhatnagar, Li,
Kondo, Luo, and Hu, 1998; Gelfand, Erez, and Aycan, 2007).
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Additional Issues to Consider

In developing a comprehensive program for cross-cultural performance training, several addi-
tional concepts about cross-cultural training are worth noting; therefore, we expand on the
meaning and relevance of these terms here.

Defining Culture During Training

Definitions and taxonomies of culture are likely to be useful as teaching tools in certain cross-
cultural performance courses. Defining culture as a shared set of norms, beliefs, expectations,
values, etc., and demonstrating how to apply that definition in the context of the 14 categories
of cross-cultural behavior could improve students’ interpretation of locals” actions in a specific
context. For example, in the context of negotiation training, understanding the norms and
expectations for negotiation and what people value (interpersonally and monetarily) would
likely facilitate effective negotiation.

No single definition of culture can fully describe all relevant aspects of a culture; moreover,
it would be difficult to locate a single specific definition that meets with universal approval.
Instead, more-specific definitions are likely useful for some purposes but not for others. For this
reason, we suggest that the Air Force consistently, and broadly, define culture as a shared set of
norms, beliefs, expectations, values, etc. A definition of this breadth captures the commonali-
ties in many existing definitions of culture (Triandis, 1996). A variety of more-specific, course-
relevant operationalizations of culture (such as Hofstede’s taxonomy) may then be introduced
as needed to aid training. Some training applications of specific operationalizations of culture
are available, but the issue of which operationalizations are most applicable to which training
topics remains relatively unexplored, and the usefulness of different definitions for particular
training domains should be further investigated. Additionally, because trainees may encounter
more than one specific operationalization of culture across the courses they take, instructors
should regularly clarify the fact that there is no single definition of culture that can describe all
relevant aspects of a culture and that Air Force training courses thus may use different, course-
specific definitions.

Training, Education, Development, and Experience
We are using the term cross-cultural training to mean the effort to prepare personnel for the
cross-cultural performance requirements of current and future missions. 7raining is often used
interchangeably with such terms as education, development, and experience. For example, when
students discuss their graduate course work, they often make no distinction between gradu-
ate training, graduate experience, and graduate education (e.g., “During my graduate training,
I learned about. . . .”). The military, however, has established distinctions between #raining,
education, experience, and development.

According to Officer Professional Military Education Policy (OPMEP), Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction (CJCSI) 1800.01C (Joint Chiefs of Staff, 2005), p. A-1-A-2:

a. Professional development is the product of a learning continuum that comprises train-
ing, experience, education, and self-improvement. PME provides the education needed to
complement training, experience, and self-improvement to produce the most professionally
competent individual possible.
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b. In its broadest conception, education conveys general bodies of knowledge and develops
habits of mind applicable to a broad spectrum of endeavors. At its highest levels and in its
purest form, education fosters breadth of view, diverse perspectives and critical analysis,
abstract reasoning, comfort with ambiguity and uncertainty, and innovative thinking, par-
ticularly with respect to complex, non-linear problems. This contrasts with training, which
focuses on the instruction of personnel to enhance their capacity to perform specific func-
tions and tasks.

c. Training and education are not mutually exclusive. Virtually all military schools and
professional development programs include elements of both education and training in
their academic programs. Achieving success across the joint learning continuum relies on
close coordination of training and education to develop synergies as personnel develop
individually over time, acquiring and performing progressively higher skills and responsi-
bilities as their careers advance.

These three statements make it evident that distinctions among training, education, expe-
rience, and development can be and are made; they also make it evident that there is a great
deal of overlap among these elements, all of which are relevant for preparing personnel to per-
form their missions. For these reasons, and for the sake of simplicity, we thus make no distinc-
tions in this report. We use the term cross-cultural training to encompass all of what elsewhere
may be referred to as cross-cultural education, cross-cultural development, and cross-cultural
experience, as well as cross-cultural training.

Training Occurring Over an Airman’s Career and Just Prior to Deployment

We distinguish between over-career training, which occurs across an airman’s career (and
includes training geared toward providing continuous or life-long learning opportunities), and
predeployment training, which an airman receives just prior to being deployed. Cross-cultural
performance involves behavior that cannot be fully learned solely through predeployment
training. Ideally, this learning should start during basic training, the goal being to provide
airmen with a basic foundation of skills in the 14 categories and to emphasize the strong value
that the Air Force places on cross-cultural performance. The basic foundation should then be
developed further in over-career training courses (e.g., PME courses) covering the 14 categories
in greater depth.

The benefits of cross-cultural training can easily be lost if such training is but one of many
elements of predeployment training (others include safety training, combat training, and base
procedures training). Moreover, predeployment training works best not as a primary means of
providing training, but as a refresher course and as a vehicle for covering critical and previously
unforeseen issues.

Culture-General and Culture-Specific Training

Cultural-general training refers to training that provides understanding of the myriad ways in
which cultures can and do differ. Culture-specific training refers to training for a specific coun-
try, region, or social group. Culture-general training is not synonymous with over-career train-
ing; and culture-specific training is not synonymous with predeployment training. Rather,
culture-specific training can occur in both over-career and predeployment training. Similarly,
cultural-general training can occur in both over-career and predeployment training.
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Both culture-general and culture-specific training should be included in all cross-cultural
training courses, as the understanding of one type of material likely aids the understanding
of the other type. Understanding what is taught in culture-general training (which should
include the definition of culture itself and the defining characteristics of cultures) can serve as
a platform for understanding culture-specific course material. It can ensure that Air Force per-
sonnel who encounter a specific culture have a solid understanding of the types of differences
to expect, how to interpret those differences, and possible reasons for them.

Though some, but not all, over-career training should be culture general to establish skills
that apply across cultures, predeployment training should clearly include culture-specific train-
ing. Such training will likely be relatively brief, requiring curricula that are sharply focused on
the specific and immediate needs of the airmen being deployed.

Training for Current Missions and Future Missions

As noted previously, cross-cultural training should prepare airmen for not only current mis-
sions, but also future missions. Offering all airmen over-career training that allows them to
specialize in one of a variety of cultures would ensure that specialists are available for any
region should a need arise.

Another way to prepare the force for future missions is to make sure that past learn-
ing and areas of specialty are maintained as part of over-career training. Previously learned
knowledge and skills can degrade over time, particularly if there is no opportunity to practice
or apply them. This is especially relevant for cross-cultural performance, because an airman’s
opportunities to engage with a specific culture do not naturally present themselves unless he
or she is living in that culture. Refresher courses and/or periodic re-certification of knowledge
and skills are therefore an important part of ensuring future mission readiness.

Predeployment training is clearly one way to fill the need for immediate, additional train-
ing for a current mission. However, many of the 14 categories of behavior cannot be fully devel-
oped or even introduced in a few days of predeployment training. For that reason, continuous
training is the advisable way to ensure that current mission needs are met. Even for airmen who
have a solid foundation built on prior cross-cultural performance training, refresher courses are
vital to ensuring that immediate mission needs are met.



CHAPTER THREE

Cross-Cultural Performance Survey

After creating our list of 14 behavior categories of cross-cultural performance needed in a
foreign environment, we designed a survey to confirm the importance of these categories for
deployed jobs in the Air Force and to examine airmen’s perceptions of the helpfulness of exist-
ing training in the 14 categories. This chapter describes the goals of the survey, the method
used, and the results of our analyses.

Goals

Our survey had four primary research goals:

1. Verify the importance of the 14 identified categories of cross-cultural behaviors.
Identify any remaining categories of cross-cultural behaviors not covered by the exist-
ing 14.

3. Determine whether training needs differ by AFSC, grade (enlisted and ofhicer), and
deployment location.

4. Determine how helpful current Air Force training in these behavior categories is per-
ceived to be.

Method

Participants

Because our goal was to identify the types of behaviors important for deployed jobs, we decided
to survey recently deployed airmen (i.e., airmen who had deployed or returned from deploy-
ment in the previous 18 months) about their job during deployment. In this way, we would
obtain responses that were not only from knowledgeable sources, but also based on first-hand
experience. This method, surveying recent job incumbents, is consistent with typical needs
assessment techniques (e.g., Goldstein, 1991).

To examine differences in training needs across AFSCs, grades (enlisted personnel and
officers), and deployment locations, we developed a complex sampling plan that used dispro-
portionate random stratified sampling to ensure adequate sample sizes within each of the sub-
groups of interest. These stratified subgroups were defined by the following demographics:

15
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* two-digit AFSC
* grade: low (E-1 through E-4 for enlisted; O-1 through O-3 for officers) versus high (E-5
through E-9 for enlisted; O-4 through O-9 for officers)

* deployment location: Irag/Afghanistan versus other.

Information on AFSCs, grade, and deployment location for all deployed personnel were sup-
plied by the Air Force Personnel Center and subsequently used to select our sample.

To estimate the required sample size per subgroup, we estimated the target number of
respondents and then increased it to accommodate the expected survey response rates. Approx-
imately 60 respondents per subgroup are necessary for 80 percent power to detect a difference
of .5 standard deviations between two groups (we reasoned that differences smaller than .5
would not be of practical significance in designing or evaluating training programs). Because
past experience with Air Force surveys led us to expect a 30 to 50 percent response rate, we
increased the number of those we would invite to participate per subgroup to 150. For all sub-
groups whose population was larger than 150, we invited a random sample of 150 people. For
subgroups whose population was smaller than 150, we invited the entire subgroup. Appendix
A displays the population size and number of invitees per subgroup.

Approximately 23,000 individuals were selected for participation in the survey. Our ini-
tial contact with these individuals was an email, sent by the Air Force Manpower Agency,
inviting them to take part in the survey. Email addresses of 1,174 individuals (5 percent of the
23,000) proved to be invalid, which left us with a final total of 21,846 email invitations sent.
Follow-up emails were then sent to individuals who had not responded within a specific time.

Of the 21,846 who received email invitations, 8,498 (39 percent) logged on to the survey,
and 6,653 (30 percent) completed at least 50 percent of all survey items. The total number of
respondents for each item ranged from 6,272 to 7,757.

Respondents reported a wide variety of locations for their most recent deployment, the
three most common being Iraq (35.7 percent), Qatar (18.1 percent), and Afghanistan (12.3
percent). Other deployment locations reported by at least 1 percent of the sample included
Kuwait (7.1 percent), the United Arab Emirates (UAE) (4 percent), Kyrgyzstan (3.1 percent),
Germany (2.3 percent), Korea (1.5 percent), Djibouti (1.1 percent), Guam (1.1 percent), and
Diego Garcia (1 percent). Some individuals (4.6 percent) indicated that their deployment loca-
tion was classified or otherwise did not provide an answer. Of the entire sample, 62.5 percent
reported that they were enlisted, 36.6 percent reported that they were officers, and the remain-
der (0.9 percent) did not disclose their grade.!

Survey Measures
The survey used the following measures (Appendix B contains a complete copy of the online
survey instrument):

Demographics. The first part of the survey asked respondents such questions as the loca-
tion of their most recent deployment and the AFSC and grade of the job in which they were
deployed.

Importance of the 14 behavior categories. We developed 70 items to evaluate airmen’s
perceptions of the importance of our 14 behavior categories (three to six items per category).

I All percentages reported here are unweighted. Some demographics are overrepresented because of the disproportionate

stratified sampling.
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These items cover a range of on-the-job behaviors specific to each category, thus creating a
scale (a group of items used to measure a single concept) for each category. For example, for the
category of changing behavior to fit cultural context, we developed four items: (1) “Adapt my
behavior to match and/or complement the behavior of local people,” (2) “Change or deviate
from SOPs [standard operating procedures] and/or ROE [rules of engagement] to accommo-
date cultural issues,” (3) “Interact with locals in ways that might be awkward for an American
but necessary to fit in with the culture,” and (4) “Avoid common American practices that may
be offensive in certain cultural settings, such as speaking loudly, pointing, or using the left
hand to pass an object.” (For a list of the items for each scale category, see Appendix C.)

In this section of the survey, participants were asked to indicate their level of agreement
(on a rating scale from strongly disagree = 1 to strongly agree = 5) with 70 statements that
each began with the prompt “In , [participant’s most recent deployment location was
inserted here] I found myself in situations (on and off duty) where it was or would have been
important for me to:” and ended with each of the 70 items.? The survey presented the 70 items
in random order.

We computed an importance score for each of the 14 categories. It is a scale score, com-
puted as the average of the importance ratings on the three to six individual items for each
category. Only the participants who completed all items in a category’s scale were included in
the score calculation for that scale. Participants who selected “Don’t know” for one or more
items were not included.?

We then identified three (out of the 14) scale scores (those for applying appropriate social
etiquette, self-initiated learning, and changing behavior to fit cultural context) for which coef-
ficient alpha increased when a single item was removed;* that led us to remove the item in all
three cases and recompute the scores for those scales. The order of importance for the catego-
ries changed when these items were excluded, so we decided to report results for both the origi-
nal scale and the “shortened” scale.’ (Appendix D provides the weighted summary statistics—
weighted correlations, descriptive statistics, and coeflicient alphas—for the importance ratings
of the 14 behaviors on both scales.)

Perceptions of training. The section on training asked participants to indicate their agree-
ment with statements that began with “The training I received from the Air Force just prior to
deployment in helped me to . . .” and “When I was deployed in , the training
I received from the Air Force over the course of my career helped me to . . . ,” and ended with
each of the 14 cross-cultural behaviors. Participants responded to each statement using a scale

2 The prompt includes the phrase “on and off duty” because Air Force performance evaluations generally regard both on-

duty and off-duty conduct of Air Force personnel as important. Moreover, the inclusion of off-duty conduct is particularly
important because all of the behavior of Air Force personnel in a foreign country can influence how the Air Force and the
United States are perceived. Our definition of Air Force cultural performance therefore includes both on- and off-duty
behavior in a foreign country.

3 On average, only 6 percent of participants selected “Don’t know” for any individual item. For any individual scale,

between 6 percent and 11 percent of participants indicated “Don’t know” for one or more items.

4 Coefficient alpha is a measure of a scale’s internal consistency (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994). It is one of the methods

used to determine how well items in a scale are working as a measure of the same psychological construct (i.e., the same
concept). An increase in coeflicient alpha when an item is removed from the scale suggests that the item does not measure
the same construct as the other items in the scale. Common practice is to remove such an item from the scale.

5 Results for the shortened scale are labeled “SHORT” in all tables and figures. The items excluded in the shortened scale

are noted in Appendix C.
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of 1 to 5, with 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. Participants also had the option of
selecting “USAF didn’t train me to do this” rather than using the 1-5 scale.

Language skills. This section presented participants with two items in order to assess their
language skills. The first item asked participants to rate their skill in any language other than
English; the second asked them to rate their skill in the language of the country to which they
had most recently deployed. The response options were based on the Interagency Language
Roundtable (ILR) scale ranging from 0 to 5, with 0 = no language skills and 5 = complete
fluency. (Appendix D provides weighted correlations and descriptive statistics for the two lan-
guage self-assessments.)

Comprehensiveness of the 14 behavior categories. The last section of the survey solic-
ited participants’ input on the adequacy of our 14 categories for describing the domain of
cross-cultural behavior of airmen. Participants were asked to respond to the following open-
ended question: “The purpose of this survey is to establish the cross-cultural skills needed by
Air Force personnel when deployed to foreign countries. We have identified the following 14
categories of such skills. If there is a skill that you believe is important and not represented in
our list, please describe and explain in the comment box below.” A list of our 14 behavior cat-
egories followed, along with a comment box.

Weighting Procedure
To ensure results were representative of the recently deployed Air Force population, we applied
sample weights to some of the analyses, as noted in the discussion. Weights were computed
as the ratio of the subpopulation size to the number of respondents from that subpopulation
(Cochran, 1977). To compute the weights, we used population, sampling, and response rate
information for each of our stratified subgroups.

As noted previously, the stratified subgroups were defined by the following
demographics:

* two-digit AFSC
e grade: low (E-1 through E-4 for enlisted; O-1 through O-3 for officers) versus high (E-5
through E-9 for enlisted; O-4 through O-9 for officers)

* deployment location: Iraq/Afghanistan versus other.

Current (rather than during-deployment) AFSC and grade were used to estimate population
sizes and therefore were also used to compute weights. Individuals who provided information
only at the family level of AFSC were weighted to the AFSC family rather than to the specific
two-digit AFSC. Individuals who did not provide sufficient information to be weighted (i.e.,
did not answer key demographic questions or indicated that their deployment location was
classified) were assigned a weight of one, as were individuals whose weight would otherwise
have been less than one.

Results

Importance of the Categories
Figure 3.1 shows the survey results on the importance of the 14 behavior categories, along
with the results for a single item related to the foreign language skills category (discussed
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Figure 3.1
Perceived Importance of Categories of Behavior

| [Jstrongly agree [] Agree Neutral [ Disagree [l Strongly disagree

Gather/Interpret Info |
Apply Social Etiquette—SHORT |
Respect Cultural Diffs |

Apply Social Etiquette | K
Self-Initiated Learning—SHORT | K
Change Behavior—SHORT | N
Establish Credibility | R
Change Behavior | N
N
N

Verbal/Nonverbal Comm |

Manage Stress |

Item: Speak Language |

N
Negotiate with Others | K
Apply Regional Knowledge | N

Resolve Conflict | R

Self-Initiated Learning | K

Foreign Lang Skills | N

Influence Others | N

Establish Authority | K
| | | | | | | | |
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 20 100

Percentage of respondents

NOTES: (1) Responses for each scale were grouped as follows: strongly agree = 5.00 to 4.50, agree = 4.49 to 3.50,
neutral = 3.49 to 2.50, disagree = 2.49 to 1.50, and strongly disagree = 1.49 to 1.00. (2) “SHORT" indicates that a
scale was computed after removal of an item in the indicated category; this was done for the three categories for
which removal of an item improved the scale’s internal consistency.

RAND MG811-3.1

below).6 All of the results are shown as proportions (weighted to represent the deployed popula-
tion) of participants who strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, or strongly
disagree that a behavior category is important. The categories are listed in order of impor-
tance—i.e., they run from the one with the highest proportion of persons agreeing (those
who strongly agree + those who agree) that it is important (which in this case is gathering
and interpreting observed information) to the one with the lowest proportion of such persons
(establishing authority).

Several findings shown in Figure 3.1 are noteworthy. First, the foreign language skills
category is low (third from the bottom) in order of importance—a result we found surprising
given the Air Force’s willingness to dedicate resources to developing airmen’s language skills
(e.g., the Air Force currently provides bonuses to airmen for having certain language skills). To
further examine these results, we computed the proportion of responses to a survey item in this
category that asked solely about speaking a language, since speaking may be more important
than the other behaviors in this category. The results for this item alone (shown as “item: speak

6 Note that, as discussed earlier, we show results for both the original scale and the shortened one.
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language”) were higher than for the category as a whole, suggesting that speaking is more
important. However, this item was still ranked lower in importance than at least half of the
remaining categories of cross-cultural behavior. While this does indicate moderate importance
for the skill of speaking the language, it does not support the idea that foreign language skills
training efforts should outrank training efforts in all other categories.

Second, the category of managing stress in an unfamiliar cultural setting shows up in
a position of moderate importance. This suggests that deployed airmen think that managing
stress in unfamiliar circumstances is an important skill to have. It also suggests that it may be
important to include stress management in training that prepares airmen to work in foreign
environments. This rating of stress management is also surprising in relationship to the Air
Force’s willingness to dedicate resources to improving this skill, but, in this case, surprising in
terms of how high it is. This category was rejected by most training personnel in our informal
interviews as the least relevant aspect of performance and was denounced as a skill that should
not be included in Air Force training.

Third, all of the goal-oriented behavior categories—establishing authority, influencing
others, resolving conflict, and negotiating with others—are in the bottom half of the impor-
tance ranking. This is consistent with our expectation that goal-oriented behaviors are highly
specialized and therefore more likely to be needed only by airmen in certain AFSCs. In keep-
ing with this theory, establishing authority, a type of behavior likely needed only by airmen
working in a law enforcement role, had the lowest proportion of participants rating it impor-
tant of any category.’

Last, for every category in Figure 3.1, at least some airmen indicated it was important.
Given that the cut points we used to group scale scores into the “agree” and “strongly agree”
categories in this figure were conservative, this finding suggests that no category should be
rejected from inclusion in the final list of behavior categories for Air Force cross-cultural per-
formance training.

Importance of the Categories by AFSC, Grade, and Deployment Location

We next examined the airmen’s ratings of the importance of the behavior categories by sub-
groups—AFSCs, grades (enlisted and officer), and deployment locations. Table 3.1 shows what
we found for 10 of the AFSCs (see Tables E.1 and E.2, in Appendix E, for results on all of the
AFSCs). Several of our findings are noteworthy.

First, many AFSCs differ noticeably from others in their ratings of how important the
categories of behavior are to their deployed performance. For example, as can be seen in the
table, Pilots typically did not consider many behavior categories to be of even mild importance.
Other AFSCs notable for their low importance ratings were Navigators (12), Aircrew Opera-
tions (1a), Weather (1w), some enlisted Logistics AFSCs (2a, 2e, 2¢g, 2p, 2w), Communications
and Computers (3¢), Mental Health Services and Medical Lab (4C and 4T), and Scientific/
Research (61). In contrast, several AFSCs assigned relatively high importance to behavior cat-
egories in terms of both statistical significance and practical significance.® For example, Table
3.1 shows that regardless of grade or deployment location, Security Forces (31, 3P), Contract-

7" It was, however, rated important by some personnel. A discussion about which AFSCs found this category important is

included in the next subsection.

8  AFSCs thar are significant are those whose means are significantly higher than the means of the comparison group,

Pilots.



Table 3.1

Average Importance Ratings of Behavior Categories by 10 AFSCs, by Grade and Deployment Location
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OTHER LO 30 30 30 30 27 27 27 26 26 25 27 27 27 24 26 25 22 21 | 2431 150 2,711
HI 30 32 33 32 28 29 27 28 28 27 29 27 28 23 25 26 23 19 | 47-60 150 962
Intelligence (14XX) IRAQ/AFG LO 36 36 36 36 36 34 33 33 32 33 | 85| 30 29 34 33 28 25 | 4552 150 236
HI 38 39 39 39 35 37 234 |86 37| 33 /385 34 .39 31 33 33 33 27 |2126 68 68
OTHER LO 33 33 35 33 30 30 28 29 27 29 26 28 30 23 27 25 22 19 | 3846 150 427
HI 33 35 35 34 31 33 29 31 29 32 32 30 31 25 29 29 24 20 | 3536 108 108
Intelligence IRAQ/AFG LO 3.8 38 39 35 37 36 36 36| 34 34 35 34 .86 33 30 34 30 | 1115 150 290
(INXXX) HI 34 34 34 33 34 33 31 31 33 33 32 30 35 28 31 31 29 25 |4954| 150 313
OTHER Lo 33 |85 385 35 32 33 29 31 32 31 25 31 32 24 30 24 24 21 |17-24| 150 436
HI 36 38 37 37 34 36 32 34 33 32 31 32 32 29 32 30 27 23 | 43.48 150 437
Security Forces IRAQ/AFG Lo 44 4 ; ; EEl 20 4 39 L 39 IE 20 40 40 PR 38 | 20381 | 150 178
(31XX) HI 4 44 4 44 4 4 44 4 4 37 Y 40 4 38 38 BNUWM 39 | 12 45 45
OTHER Lo 44 4 4 / : : 4 40 4 39 38 [ 39 XM 39 | 34 | 36 31| 79 50 50
Hi 2 12 12
Security Forces IRAQ/AFG LO M 38 37 37 32 38 29 28 30 | 86 | 1012 150 3,442
(Military Police) HI ‘W 38 37 37 35 36 33 33 34 35 | 3442 150 2,206
(3PXXX) OTHER LO A 38 39 37 38 32 85 30 31 34 | 1115 150 2,508
HI 38 38 38 37 35 34 32 32 31 31 | 3741 150 1,633
Contracting (64XX) IRAQ/AFG LO 4 4 4 4 3.9 35 36 32 34 30| 3134 111 111
HI 3.8 [ 4 4 38 34 34 32 35 30 | 1921 52 52
OTHER LO 4.0 4 4 4 4.0 31 86 35 32 26 | 2022 69 69
Hi 3-4 4 4
Contracting IRAQ/AFG LO 4 4 4 / 4.0 4 36 36 33 33 33| 78 51 51
(6CXXX) HI 3.9 W 4 4.0 PEY 4 33 35 29 33 30 |5360| 150 211
OTHER LO 4 4.4 4 4 3.9 ! ! . . 4 ] 290 86 30 33 31| 68 59 59
HI 36 38 38 38 34 35 36 33 | 36 32 30 MMM 31 31 32 29 30 27 | 46-51 150 168
International IRAQ/AFG LO 44 4 4 4 4 4 4 40 4 4 ; 40 4 2.0 JEG 38 32 | 10-13 6 6
Affairs/FAO (16XX) HI NP 39 BN 390 38 WM 37 39 36 WM 37 38 34 35 34 37| 28 | 4548 39 39
OTHER Lo 36 35 32 WA 34 33 31 0 2.9 M 22 17| 56 5 5
HI 36 39 38 37 36 35 33 34 34 33 34 34 30 26 33 33 27 19 | 17-21 43 43

RAND MG811-T.3.1a

1Z  ASAING 3dURWIOLIRY [B4NYND-SSOID



Table 3.1—continued
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NOTES: (1) The weighted average for all deployed personnel is in the top row, for comparison. Except for the data in that row, all results are unweighted. The estimates in
the rows are representative of the ratings of those who deployed in that particular AFSC, grade, and location. Because this level of detail is precise enough to enable
near-identification of participants (to whom we guaranteed confidentiality of responses) and because results based on few respondents are very unreliable, no results are
shown in rows where the number of survey respondents was less than five. (2) Importance ratings within the table are color-coded such that light blue represents “mild”
importance ratings (ranging from 3.1 to 3.4), medium blue represents “medium” importance ratings (ranging from 3.5 to 3.9), and dark blue represents “high” importance
ratings (ranging from 4.0 to 5.0). These divisions were chosen such that all importance ratings that are stronger than neutral (a rating of 3.00) are highlighted in blue, with
the darkest blue representing the strongest level of agreement.
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ing (64, 6C), Special Investigations OSI (7S), and International Affairs (16) rated many of
the 14 categories as high in importance. It also shows that respondents who wrote-in Third-
Country National (TCN) Escort as their deployed AFSC tended to rate the categories as high.
Table 3.2 shows the rank order of the AFSCs after their importance ratings were averaged
across all categories (after controlling for grade, deployment location, and deployed mission).

Table 3.2
Rank Order of AFSCs by Importance Ratings Averaged Across All Categories
Rank AFSC Rank AFSC
1 Special Investigations (OSI) (7SXXX) 31 Mission Support (3SXXX)
2 Security Forces (31XX) 31 Chaplain Assistant (5SRXXX)
3 Special Investigations (OSI) (71XX) 32 Biomedical Specialists (43XX)
4  Support Commander (30XX) 32 Law (51XX)
5 Contracting (64XX) 33 Maintenance Management Systems (2RXXX)
6 Contracting (6CXXX) 34  Safety (1SXXX)
7 Public Affairs (3NXXX) 34 Information Management (3AXXX)
7 Security Forces (Military Police) (3PXXX) 34  Civil Engineering (3EXXX)
8 Surgery (45XX) 34  Acquisition (63XX)
9 Unallotted Airman (QUXXX) 35 Aerospace Medicine (48XX)
10  Public Affairs (35XX) 35 Medical Laboratory (4TXXX)
11 Civil Engineer (32XX) 36 Intelligence (14XX)
12 Cardiopulmonary Laboratory (4HXXX) 37 Weather (15XX)
13 TCN Escort 38 Health Services Administrator (41XX)
14 Chaplain (52XX) 38 Biomedical Clinician (42XX)
15 International Affairs/FAO (16XX) 39 Command & Control Systems Ops (1CXXX)
16 Visual Information (3VXXX) 39 Transportation & Vehicle Maintenance (2TXXX)
17  Aircrew Protection (1TTXXX) 40 Paralegal (5JXXX)
18 Services (34XX) 41  Aircraft Maintenance (21XX)
19  Services (3MXXX) 42 Aircrew Operations (1AXXX)
19 Postal Specialist (BMXXX) 42  Scientific/Research (61XX)
20 No AFSC Provided 43  Precision Measurement Equipment Lab (2PXXX)
21 Intelligence (INXXX) 43  Comm-Information Systems (33XX)
22 Financial (6FXXX) 44  Munitions & Weapons (2WXXX)
23 Nurse (46XX) 45 Manned Aerospace Maintenance (2AXXX)
23 Physician (44XX) 45 Communications & Computer Systems (3CXXX)
24  Group Superintendent (9GXXX) 46 Communications & Electronics (2EXXX)
25 Space, Missile, and Command & Control (13XX) 47  Navigator (12XX)
26  Fuels (2FXXX) 48 Mental Health Services (4CXXX)
26 Finance (65XX) 49 Logistics Plans (2GXXX)
27 Medical Service (ANXXX) 50 Weather (TWXXX)
28 Medical (AAXXX) 51  Pilot (11)
29 Manpower-Personnel (37XX)

w
o

Supply (2SXXX)
30 First Sergeant (8FXXX)

NOTES: (1) These are the results after controlling for grade, deployment location, and deployed mission. For full
regression results, see Appendix F. (2) Some rankings are shared.
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Second, after controlling for AFSC differences and deployed mission, we found that
deployment location (Irag/Afghanistan versus Other) and grade (low versus high) did not have
a significant effect on the importance ratings averaged across the categories (regression results
predicting the importance ratings averaged across the categories are in Appendix F, Table F.1).
However, we did observe some within-AFSC differences based on grade in a few AFSCs. For
example, as shown for Intelligence (IN) in Table 3.1, the low-grade group that deployed to Irag/
Afghanistan rated more categories as important than did the high-grade group. Similarly, we
found some differences by deployment location in a few AFSCs. For example, for Intelligence
(14), we observed higher ratings of importance for those who deployed to Iraq/Afghanistan
than for those who deployed to other locations. However, there were no visibly or statistically
consistent findings for grade differences or deployment location differences across all AFSCs.

In addition, as shown in Table 3.3, we found significant differences by grade (low, as
compared with high) and deployment location within certain categories of behavior. When we
controlled for AFSC, deployment location, and deployed mission, the categories of managing
stress in an unfamiliar cultural setting and establishing authority were seen as more important
by respondents at lower grades than by respondents at higher grades. Differences for deploy-
ment location when we controlled for grade, AFSC, and deployed mission presented a more
complicated picture. Respondents deployed to Iraq/Afghanistan perceived the establishment
of authority as more important than did respondents deployed to other locations, but they also
perceived several categories as less important than did those deployed to other locations.

Third, in general it appears that the importance an AFSC assigned to one category of
behavior was likely to carry over to the importance assigned to other categories. Pilots, for

Table 3.3
The Effect of Grade and Deployment Location on Importance Ratings, Summary of Findings

Category Low Grade Irag/Afghanistan
Overall NS NS
Gathering and Interpreting Observed Information Significantly higher Significantly lower
Applying Appropriate Social Etiquette—SHORT NS Significantly lower

Respecting Cultural Differences

Applying Appropriate Social Etiquette

Significantly higher
Significantly higher

Significantly lower

Significantly lower

Self-Initiated Learning—SHORT NS NS
Changing Behavior to Fit Cultural Context—SHORT NS Significantly lower
Establishing Credibility, Trust, and Respect NS NS
Changing Behavior to Fit Cultural Context NS Significantly lower
Verbal and Nonverbal Communication NS Significantly lower
Managing Stress in an Unfamiliar Cultural Setting Significantly higher NS
Negotiating with Others NS Significantly lower
Applying Regional Knowledge NS NS
Resolving Conflict NS NS
Self-Initiated Learning Significantly higher Significantly lower
Foreign Language Skills NS NS
Influencing Others NS NS

Establishing Authority

Significantly higher

Significantly higher

NOTES: (1) These are the results after controlling for AFSC and deployed mission. For full regression results, see
Appendix F. (2) NS = not significantly related to ratings of importance. (3) Low grade is in comparison to high
grade; Irag/Afghanistan is in comparison with all other deployment locations.
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example (see Table 3.1) tended to assign low ratings across all categories, and Security Forces
tended to assign high ratings to nearly every category. However, we did find exceptions to this
pattern.

One exception concerns Contracting (see Table 3.1), for which the ratings for the category
of negotiating with others are noticeably higher than those for many other categories. As fur-
ther illustration, consider the results shown in Table 3.4, which lists, for each of the 14 behav-
jor categories, the top 10 AFSCs in terms of highest importance ratings. Each group of 10 is
arranged according to perceived importance of the category, from highest to lowest; as can be
seen, the order within the groups is not the same for all categories. For example, when deploy-
ment location, grade, and deployed mission were controlled for, both enlisted and officer OSI
(7S and 71) respondents consistently rated the categories significantly higher than did respon-
dents in other AFSCs, as might be expected. The only exception occurs for foreign language
skills, for which the importance ratings of OSI officers were lower than those of individuals in
several other AFSCs, such as Security Forces (31), Support Commanders (30), Public Affairs
(35), and enlisted OSI (7S). The AFSCs that rated nine or more of the 14 behaviors consistently
and significantly as more important than did other AFSCs were Security Forces (3P, 31), Public
Affairs (3N, 35), Contracting (6C, 64), and Support Commanders (30). Foreign Area Officers
(FAOs) rated many of the categories significantly higher than did the other AFSCs; however,
they only reached the top 10 highest ratings for the category of applying regional knowledge.
Lastly, 173 people selected Other as their deployed AFSC and wrote-in TCN Escort. This
group rated verbal and nonverbal communication, influencing others, and establishing author-
ity as significantly more important than did many other AFSCs.

The AFSCs highlighted in this discussion were not the only AFSCs that tended to rate
the behavior categories highly, but they were the AFSCs that produced the strongest regression
results (i.e., their regression coefhicients had the largest magnitudes). Many other AFSCs rated
various categories as significantly more important than did Pilots. However, given our large
sample size, we considered both practical significance (i.e., effect size) and statistical signifi-
cance in choosing which results to present. To examine other AFSC differences, see Appendix

E (individual AFSC results) and Appendix F (regression results).

Perceptions of Training

Proportion Reporting Having Received Training. Overall, the proportion of respondents
reporting that they had received training was small. Figure 3.2 shows the weighted percent-
age of respondents who reported being trained just prior to deployment and over the course of
their career for each of the 14 behavior categories. As can be seen, the largest proportions of
training-received reports (which occurred for such categories as respecting cultural differences
and self-initiated learning) were around 75 percent, which means that even in these cases, 25
percent of respondents indicated that they had 7ot received training. For some categories, less
than 60 percent reported having been trained. Note that the foreign language skills category
had the lowest proportion of all: More than 50 percent of respondents indicated that they had
not received training either just prior to deployment or over the course of their career.

For nearly all of the behavior categories, the reported rates for over-career training were
only slightly higher than those for predeployment training. This is surprising, since one would
expect there to be decidedly more training over the course of a career than just before deploy-
ment. It is possible, however, that the survey participants were more likely to recall their pre-
deployment training experiences because of their recency.
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Table 3.4

AFSCs Assigning Top 10 Highest Ratings to the Behavior Categories

Gather/Interpret Information

Apply Social Etiquette—SHORT

Respect Cultural Diffs

1. Special Investigations (OSI) (75)
2. Security Forces (31)

3. Support Commander (30)
4. Contracting (64)

5. Special Investigations (OSI) (71)
6. Unallotted Airman (9U)
7. Public Affairs (3N)

8. Civil Engineer (32)

9. Contracting (6C)

10. Surgery (45)

1. Special Investigations (OSI) (7S)
2. Special Investigations (OSI) (71)
3. Contracting (64)

4. Support Commander (30)

5. Security Forces (31)

6. Contracting (6C)

7. Public Affairs (35)

8. Public Affairs (3N)

9. Services (34)

10. Surgery (45)

. Contracting (64)

. Support Commander (30)

. Special Investigations (OSI) (7S)
. Surgery (45)

. Physician (44)

. Contracting (6C)

. Security Forces (31)

. Public Affairs (3N)

. Special Investigations (OSI) (71)
0. Public Affairs (35)

= W 00 N o U1 A W N =

Apply Social Etiquette

Self-Initiated Learning—SHORT

Change Behavior—SHORT

. Special Investigations (OSI) (7S)
. Special Investigations (OSI) (71)
. Contracting (64)

. Support Commander (30)

. Contracting (6C)

. Security Forces (31)

. Public Affairs (3N)

. Services (34)

. Surgery (45)

0. Public Affairs (35)

= W 00 N OO Ul B W N =

. Special Investigations (OSI) (7S)
. Special Investigations (OSI) (71)
. Contracting (64)

. Support Commander (30)

. Security Forces (31)

. Contracting (6C)

. Public Affairs (3N)

. Surgery (45)

9. Chaplain (52)

10. Public Affairs (35)

10. Security Forces (3P)

00 N o U1 A W N =

1. Special Investigations (OSI) (75)
2. Special Investigations (OSI) (71)
3. Security Forces (31)
4. Contracting (64)
5. Support Commander (30)
6. Public Affairs (3N)
7. Contracting (6C)
8. Public Affairs (35)

9. Cardiopulmonary Lab (4H)
10. Surgery (45)

Establish Credibility

Change Behavior

Verbal/Nonverbal Comm

. Special Investigations (OSI) (7S)
. Support Commander (30)

. Contracting (64)

. Special Investigations (OSI) (71)
. Contracting (6C)

. Surgery (45)

. Security Forces (31)

. Public Affairs (3N)

9. Civil Engineer (32)

10. Public Affairs (35)

10. Security Forces (3P)

00 N o U1 A W N =

. Special Investigations (OSI) (7S)
. Special Investigations (OSI) (71)
. Support Commander (30)

. Contracting (64)

. Security Forces (31)

. Public Affairs (35)

. Contracting (6C)

. Public Affairs (3N)

9. Cardiopulmonary Lab (4H)

10. Chaplain (52)

10. Security Forces (3P)

00 N o u A W N =

. Special Investigations (OSI) (7S)
. Special Investigations (OSI) (71)
. Security Forces (31)

. Contracting (64)

. Support Commander (30)

. Contracting (6C)

. Civil Engineer (32)

. Unallotted Airman (9UV)

. Surgery (45)

0. Public Affairs (35)

= W 00 N oo U b W N =



Table 3.4—continued

Cross-Cultural Performance Survey

27

Manage Stress

Negotiate with Others

Apply Regional Knowledge

1. Special Investigations (OSI) (71)
2. Special Investigations (OSI) (7S)
3.Security Forces (31)

4. Cardiopulmonary Lab (4H)

5. Support Commander (30)

6. Surgery (45)

7. Public Affairs (3N)

8. Contracting (64)

9. Contracting (6C)

10. Security Forces (3P)

. Contracting (64)

. Special Investigations (OSI) (7S)
. Contracting (6C)

. Special Investigations (OSI) (71)
. Security Forces (31)

. Support Commander (30)

. Civil Engineer (32)

. Public Affairs (3N)

9. Public Affairs (35)

10. Security Forces (3P)

10. Services (34)

0 N o U1 A W N =

. Special Investigations (OSI) (7S)
. Security Forces (31)

. Support Commander (30)

. Contracting (64)

. Special Investigations (OSI) (71)
. Public Affairs (35)

. Public Affairs (3N)

. Chaplain (52)

9. Intelligence (14)

10. International Affairs/FAO (16)
10. Security Forces (3P)

0 N o 1 A W N =

Resolve Conflict

Self-Initiated Learning

Foreign Lang Skills

. Security Forces (31)

. Special Investigations (OSI) (75)
. Special Investigations (OSI) (71)
. Support Commander (30)

. Security Forces (3P)

. Contracting (64)

. Unallotted Airman (9U)

. Civil Engineer (32)

9. Public Affairs (35)

10. Contracting (6C)

10. TCN Escort

00 N OO Ul A W N =

1. Special Investigations (OSI) (75)
2. Contracting (64)
3. Security Forces (31)
4. Special Investigations (OSI) (71)
5. Support Commander (30)
6. Contracting (6C)
7. Surgery (45)

8. Public Affairs (3N)
9. Security Forces (3P)
10. Chaplain (52)

. Special Investigations (OSI) (7S)
. Security Forces (31)

. Support Commander (30)

. Public Affairs (35)

. Contracting (64)

. Postal Specialist (8 M)

. Security Forces (3P)

. Surgery (45)

. Chaplain (52)

0. Public Affairs (3N)

= W 00 N OO U1l b W N =

Influence Others

Establish Authority

1. Special Investigations (OSI) (7S)
2. Security Forces (31)

3. Special Investigations (OSI) (71)
4. Support Commander (30)

5. Contracting (64)
6. Unallotted Airman (9U)

7. TCN Escort

8. Security Forces (3P)

9. Contracting (6C)

10. Surgery (45)

1. Security Forces (31)

2. Unallotted Airman (9U)

3. Security Forces (3P)

4. TCN Escort

5. Special Investigations (OSI) (71)
6. Special Investigations (OSI) (75)
7. Contracting (6C)

8. Civil Engineer (32)

9. Support Commander (30)

10. Cardiopulmonary Lab (4H)

NOTES: (1) These are the results after controlling for grade, deployment location, and deployed mission. For full
regression results, see Appendix F. (2) In some cases, as shown, two AFSCs tied for the 10th highest rating.
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Figure 3.2
Training Received in Behavior Categories
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Ratings of the Helpfulness of Training. Ratings of training’s helpfulness were provided
only by those who indicated that they had received training. Figure 3.3 shows the percentages
of these respondents agreeing or strongly agreeing that the training they received in the 14 cat-
egories was helpful. As can be seen, relatively few thought their training was helpful. This was
particularly true for the categories of foreign language skills and verbal and nonverbal commu-
nicating. Training in the category of respecting cultural differences was regarded as the most
helpful. For all categories, over-career training was rated more helpful than was predeployment
training.

Perceptions of Training by AFSC, Grade, and Deployment Location

Proportion Reporting Having Received Training. We conducted regression analyses for
both predeployment and over-career training to test for significant differences in the training
received across AFSCs, grades, and deployment locations.

A few of the regression analysis results for predeployment training were surprising—for
example, FAOs reported receiving this form of training in significantly fewer categories than
did Pilots. Unsurprisingly, OSI (71, 7S) indicated that they received predeployment train-
ing in significantly more of the 14 categories than did Pilots. Other AFSCs that reported
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Figure 3.3
Helpfulness of Training in Behavior Categories
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receiving predeployment training in significantly fewer categories than did pilots were Safety
(1S), Aircraft Maintenance (21), and Comm-Info Systems (33). Grade also made a difference:
Lower grades reported having received predeployment training in significantly more categories
than did higher grades. Deployment location, however, made no difference.

The regression analysis results for over-career training were slightly different. Compared
with Pilots, FAOs again reported receiving training in significantly fewer categories. Other
AFSCs that reported receiving significantly fewer categories of training over the course of their
career compared with Pilots were Safety (1S) and Precision Measurement Equipment (2P).
Support commanders (30) and OSI (71, 7S) reported receiving over-career training in more
categories than did Pilots.” Grade did not make a difference in predicting over-career training,

9 Regressions were weighted, and AFSCs used in the regressions were the deployed AFSCs. Since some people reported a
current AFSC that differed from their deployed AFSC, the regressions described in the text include people whose deployed
and current AFSCs were unmatched. We also ran a second set of regressions for over-career and predeployment training
that included only those people whose current and deployed AFSCs matched. The results for this matched-AFSC set were
consistent with the original results across both the over-career and the predeployment regressions except as follows: The
FAO (16), Safety (1S), and Aircraft Maintenance (21) results were no longer significant, and the Biomedical Specialist (43)
and Cardiopulmonary Lab (4H) results became significant.



30 Cross-Cultural Skills for Deployed Air Force Personnel: Defining Cross-Cultural Performance

but deployment location did: Those deployed to locations other than Iraq/Afghanistan were
significantly more likely to have received training in more categories.

We also ran a separate regression to relate enlisted/officer, grade, and deployment loca-
tion to the number of categories in which training was received. For both over-career and
predeployment training, enlisted respondents reported receiving training in significantly more
categories than did officers; lower grades reported receiving training in significantly more cat-
egories than did higher grades; and deployment location made no significant difference.

The surprising finding that FAOs reported being trained in significantly fewer categories
than did Pilots may be the result of data limitations (discussed below). For example, it is very
likely that the job requirements of FAOs demand more-stringent culture-training standards
than do the job requirements of Pilots. These results therefore could suggest that FAOs per-
ceive the training they are receiving as insufficient for meeting FAO standards, whereas Pilots
perceive the training they are receiving as meeting Pilot standards.

Ratings of the Helpfulness of Training. We conducted a final set of regression analyses
to examine whether deployment location, grade, and AFSC affected perceptions of the help-
fulness of training.!® For each respondent, a separate average helpfulness score was computed
across all 14 categories for both predeployment training and over-career training. Because only
the respondents forming the subset of those who reported receiving training were available to
rate the helpfulness of training, the response sizes for many subgroups were small. Neverthe-
less, a few findings are noteworthy.

For the predeployment regression, the helpfulness ratings of most of the AESC groups
were significantly higher than those of Pilots. FAOs (16), Public Affairs (35, 3N), and TCN
Escorts were exceptions, with ratings not significantly different from those of Pilots. Lower
grades were significantly more likely than higher grades to indicate that predeployment train-
ing was helpful, regardless of AFSC and deployment location. Deployment location did not
relate significantly to rated helpfulness of predeployment training. Results of a separate regres-
sion using enlisted/officer, deployment location, and grade as predictors showed that enlisted
personnel were more likely than officers to rate predeployment training as helpful; lower grades,
compared with higher grades, also found it more helpful. However, there were again no differ-
ences by deployment location for predeployment training.

As for the ratings of helpfulness of over-career training, AFSC significantly predicted
helpfulness ratings. However, relative to the results for predeployment training, fewer AFSCs
rated the training as significantly more helpful than did Pilots. Once more, FAOs (16) and
Public Affairs (35, 3N) did not differ significantly from Pilots in their view of the helpfulness
of the over-career training they had received, although groups such as OSI (71, 7S), Security
Forces (31, 3P), and Contracting (6C) still did. Grade and deployment location did not relate
significantly to helpfulness ratings. In a separate regression using enlisted/ofhcer, deployment
location, and grade, we found that none of these three could predict helpfulness ratings of over-
career training,

10° A5 with the regression analyses for reports of received training, we used weighting and deployed AFSC in our regression
analyses for reports of helpfulness of training, which means we included people whose deployed and current AFSCs were
unmatched. We thus decided to run a second regression for helpfulness that would include only those people whose current
and deployed AFSCs matched. The differences in the AFSC-matched results were as follows: For predeployment training,
Contracting (64) and First Sergeant (8F) were no longer significant, and grade became only marginally significant. For over-
career training, Acquisition (63), First Sergeant (8F), and Postal Specialist (8M) were no longer significant, and Fuels (2F)
became significant.
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Additional results by AFSC, grade, and deployment location are provided in Appendix
E: Tables E.3 through E.6 show the proportions of respondents reporting training in each
of the 14 categories; Tables E.7 through E.10 show the weighted average levels of agreement
that training was helpful in each of the 14 categories. These results on training can be used
in conjunction with the training importance ratings—provided in Appendix E’s Tables E.1
and E.2—to determine where to focus training resources in the short term. We suggest that
training resources be directed first at those AFSCs that rated specific categories as highly or
moderately important and also tended to rate existing training as not provided or not helpful.
In addition, the training provided to members of AFSCs that reported their received training
as helpful might be good sources of training that could be broadened to serve a more-general
audience. We therefore suggest that these apparently AFSC-specific training programs rated as
helpful be more closely examined, a subject we discuss further in Chapter Four.

Training Data Limitations. Our results clearly demonstrate that much of the current train-
ing is not meeting the perceived needs of the deployed Air Force population. However, two
limitations of the training data are worth noting,.

First, training was not defined in the survey, so standards for what constitutes training
may have differed across respondents, categories of behavior, or both. Some respondents, for
instance, may think a one-hour briefing constitutes training, whereas others may not. And
some may consider a briefing to be helpful training for one category but not for another. More-
over, because the military sometimes distinguishes between training and education, it is pos-
sible that some participants would have responded differently had we asked about training and
education rather than just training.

This limitation can make interpretation of the training results difficult. For example,
very few respondents rated foreign language skills training as helpful. Also, less than 50 per-
cent reported receiving language training. Respondents could have been considering foreign
language skills training to be a brief introduction to common language phrases that they had
received and thus concluding that training in this category is not helpful. However, if they were
considering a few phrases provided in a briefing to be training, then the relatively low numbers
of respondents reporting that they had received foreign language skills training would be sur-
prising. Conversely, those who reported receiving language training may be largely those who
have had extensive language training. If that is the case, then their ratings of that training as
not helpful are noteworthy. The lack of usefulness of extensive language training was echoed
in the survey’s comments section by respondents’ notes reporting that they had not deployed
to the country in whose language they had trained (see section, below, on the comprehensive-
ness of the 14 categories).

Second, we only assessed the respondents’ perceprions of training. We did not evaluate
the form or depth of training curricula; neither did we measure actual improvement in per-
formance. Rather, participants rated the existence and helpfulness of training for performance
in the deployment location. Perceptions of training’s helpfulness are often not correlated with
actual training effectiveness (Alliger, Tannenbaum, Bennett, Traver, and Shotland, 1997). We
therefore suggest that the training helpfulness ratings be viewed with caution. Additional sug-
gestions for how to further evaluate training effectiveness are in Chapter Four.

Language Skills
Table 3.5 shows the weighted proportions of respondents at each level of language skill.
The results show that only 19 percent of the respondents reported having any skill in the
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Table 3.5
Prevalence of Language Skills

Percentage Agreeing or Strongly
Agreeing with Response When
Asked About:

Language of Foreign
Deployment Language | Know
Level of Proficiency Location Best
Do not speak, write, or understand the language 81 53
Satisfy routine travel needs and minimum courtesy requirements 14 28
Satisfy routine social demands and limited work requirements 3 9
Speak the language with sufficient structural accuracy and vocabulary 1
to participate effectively in most formal and informal conversations on
practical, social, and professional topics
Use the language fluently and accurately on all levels normally pertinent 1 2
to professional needs
Speak with the proficiency equivalent to that of an educated native 2 3
speaker
Total 100 100

NOTE: Rounding may prevent columns from adding exactly to 100 percent.

language of the country to which they deployed, and less than 4 percent considered themselves
even modestly fluent.

Considering the respondents’ low ratings of importance for the foreign language skills
category (see earlier discussion), the finding that so few can speak the language of the deploy-
ment location was not surprising. Nevertheless, it led us to consider whether knowing how to
speak a language might cause one to overestimate the importance of foreign language skills or,
conversely, not knowing how to speak a language might cause one to underestimate its impor-
tance. Indeed, self-ratings of skill in the foreign language known best and the language of the
deployment location are weakly but positively correlated with importance ratings for all 14 of
the behavior categories (see Appendix D).

More importantly, the moderate relationship between foreign language skills and self-
reported level of skill in the deployment language (r = .22) suggests that people may be unaware
of the importance of language skills unless they actually can speak the language. This alone
could explain why so few people agreed or strongly agreed that the foreign language skills
category was important. Nevertheless, direction of causality cannot be determined solely
from this observed correlation. An alternative explanation is that people who speak the lan-
guage also hold jobs where speaking the deployment language is very important. To illustrate,
Crypto-Linguists must comprehend the spoken language. They would therefore rate their lan-
guage skills highly and would also indicate that the foreign language skills category is highly
important to their job. In this case, the importance ratings would not be falsely inflated by
language skills but, rather, would reflect an accurate evaluation of the importance of the job.
Similarly, Pilots, who are probably much less likely to need to speak the language of the deploy-
ment country, would be unlikely to speak the language of the deployment country and to rate
foreign language skills as important to their job.

To explore this possibility further, we compared airmen with AFSCs for which speak-
ing the deployment language was particularly relevant or even a requirement for job perfor-
mance with Pilots, for whom language skills would not typically be considered relevant. Our

“language-relevant AFSCs” were FAOs (16), Crypto-Linguists (IN3) Airborne Cryptologic
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Linguist (1A8X1), Security Forces (31PX), Public Affairs (35PX), OSI (7S), Linguist Debriefer
(8D000), and Interpreter/Translator (9L000).

To ensure that we would be assessing only those whose deployment-location language was
other than English, we removed individuals deployed to locations like Canada, Diego Gaurcia,
and Cuba from the analyses. We also removed individuals whose deployed and current AFSCs
did not match, which was often the case given that many individuals in our sample had either
changed their duty AFSC since deployment or had deployed into an AFSC not consistent with
their duty AFSC. We wanted to include only those individuals who typically held a language-
relevant AFSC, not those who had been temporarily assigned to a language-relevant AFSC for
deployment. Put another way, we attempted to have our language-relevant AFSC group consist
only of people who had been well prepared for a language-relevant AFSC or had held such an
AFSC for a long period."" We ended up with 163 individuals in the language-relevant AFSC
group, which we compared with a group of 197 Pilots.

We then split these two groups by self-reported level of fluency in the foreign language
they knew best and in the foreign language of their deployment location. Those who indicated
they could do nothing were placed in the “no skill” group; those that self-reported any level
of fluency (ranging from satisfying routine travel needs and minimum courtesy requirements
to speaking the language with the fluency of an educated native speaker) were included in the
“some skill” group. Table 3.6 displays the unweighted percentage of respondents with no versus
some language skills in the two groups. Almost two-thirds of those with language-relevant
AFSCs indicated that they did not speak the language of the deployment location with any
fluency.

For the four subgroups—no skill/Pilots, some skill/Pilots, no skill/language-relevant
AFSCs, and some skill/language-relevant AFSCs—we examined participants’ average impor-
tance ratings for the foreign language skills category, the verbal and nonverbal communication
category, and the single item “I found myself in situations (on and off duty) where it was or
would have been important for me to speak the language of the country where I was deployed.”
Table 3.7 displays the results.

As shown in the table, the language-relevant AFSCs assigned more importance to all
three language-related behavior measures than did Pilots. However, Pilots with no skill was
the only subgroup whose importance ratings for deployment-location language differed sig-

Table 3.6
Comparison of Prevalence of Language Skills for Language-Relevant AFSCs and Pilots

Percentages of Respondents Indicating Skill Level

Best-Known Language Deployment Language
No Skill Some Skill  Total No Skill Some Skill Total
Language-relevant AFSC group 32 68 100 61 39 100
Pilots 67 33 100 88 12 100

11 We acknowledge that our approach would exclude any individuals who had held a language-relevant AFSC for a long
period but whose current AFSC did not reflect that job. However, for this particular analysis, we were most concerned that
those included have extensive experience in a language-relevant AFSC (no false positives), not that someone excluded had
such qualifications (false negatives).
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Table 3.7
Comparison of Average Ratings of Importance of Language-Related Behaviors for Language-
Relevant AFSCs and Pilots

Average Importance Rating

Best-Known Language Deployment Language

Behavior Category No Skill Some Skill No Skill ~ Some Skill
Language-relevant AFSC group

Foreign Language Skills 3.51 3.56 3.50 3.63

Item: Speak the Language of Deployment? 4.02 3.80 3.76 41

Verbal/Nonverbal Communication 4.23 3.97 4.02 4.12
Pilots

Foreign Language Skills 2.48 2.50 2.37 3.33

Item: Speak the Language of Deployment 2.56 2.72 2.52 3.79

Verbal/Nonverbal Communication 2.75 2.66 2.55 3.56

@ Full wording of survey item: “1 found myself in situations (on and off duty) where it was or would have been
important for me to speak the language of the country where | was deployed.”

nificantly from those of the three other subgroups. This outcome provides tentative support for
the idea that possessing language skills might cause people to perceive language skills as more
important. Further research is needed, however, to understand the nature of the relationship.
Our analyses of the language-relevant AFSCs were exploratory and intended solely to begin
looking at some of the issues raised by the results suggesting that the foreign language skills
category is perceived as less important than several other categories of cross-cultural behavior.
Our existing data do not allow us to fully address these issues.

Comprehensiveness of the 14 Categories of Behavior
The survey concluded by asking for written comments on additional skills not represented in
the survey. Of the approximately 6,300 people who viewed this query, 523 commented.

The comments fit into three general themes:

* nomination of an additional skill or skills (a valid response that addressed the intent of
the question)

* agreement or disagreement with one or more of the 14 skills (a valid response that did not
address the intent of the question)

e general comments about aggravation with deployment issues and perceived inequities,
including some that were not flattering to the military, the Air Force, foreign cultures, or
specific personnel. Comments of this type were few in number.

All 523 responses were first examined to develop a general sense of the common comments
as a starting point for coding. Multiple discussions were held to revise the coding scheme to
accommodate additional common comments. (For more detailed descriptions of the variables
for which we coded, see Appendix G.) Two raters independently coded all comments for any
content that applied to the coding scheme and then compared their coding results, discussed
areas where they differed, and resolved any discrepancies. The results, presented in Table 3.8,
are arranged in descending order of frequency of occurrence.
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Table 3.8
Themes Found in Narrative Comments on Survey
Number of Percentage of All

Comment Theme Comments Comments
Understand the culture (in general) 117 22
Not applicable—I worked inside the wire 62 12
Understand religious differences 1M 8
Learn the culture of the TCNs 28 5
People skills/interpersonal skills 26 5
Combat skills (including weapons, convoys, survival skills, etc.) 23 4
Joint operations 22 4
Role of interpreters/using interpreters 20 4
Allied operations 19 4
Better training/general training 14 3
Business practices 13 2
Understand U.S. policy/mission 13 2
Force protection—awareness (identify/avoid suspicious activity) 12 2
Educate/train foreign military 7 1
How to drive in the country (not combat related) 6 1

NOTE: Any response that addressed more than one coding category could be recorded in multiple categories.

By far the most common type of comment spoke of a general need to understand the
culture of the deployment location. Many of those who commented also indicated that they
worked inside the wire and had limited contact with host nationals. Despite the many com-
ments, the coding did not reveal any cross-cultural performance categories not already covered
by the existing 14. Some types of comments—such as “understand the culture”—overlapped
with existing categories; other types—such as combat skills—did not fall under the heading
of cross-cultural performance at all; instead, they echoed the need for predeployment combat
training described in a recent RAND report by Manacapilli, Hardison, Gifford, Bailey, and
Bower (2007).

We did, however, find two categories worth noting. Several people commented on the
role of TCNs and allied operations as areas applicable to cross-cultural training. More specifi-
cally, several people indicated that during deployment they regularly interacted with TCNs
(e.g., individuals from countries neighboring the deployment country who worked and lived
there) and would benefit from an understanding of the TCN’s culture in addition to or instead
of the deployment country’s culture. Others indicated that they regularly worked with allied
forces whose cultures were foreign to them and would benefit from training in those cultures.
While the 14 categories address training in the cultures of allied forces and TCN:, it is impor-
tant to recognize that these cultures are not always the culture of the country of deployment.
In such cases, cross-cultural training would have to be tailored to the cultures of the TCN and
allied forces in question in order to address the comments raised by survey participants.

Some comments included specific agreement or disagreement with the 14 behavior cat-
egories proposed in the survey. Table 3.9 shows the numbers of positive (i.e., agreeing with
the usefulness or importance of a behavior category) and negative (i.e., disagreeing with the
usefulness or importance of a behavior category) comments that were made. As can be seen,
comments on the importance of respecting cultural differences were by far the most common,
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Table 3.9

Positive and Negative Survey Comments About the 14 Behavior Categories

Positive Comments

Negative Comments

Category of Behavior Number Percentage Number  Percentage
Gathering and Interpreting Observed Information 24 5 3 1
Applying Appropriate Social Etiquette 13 2 6 1
Respecting Cultural Differences 92 18 5 1
Self-initiated Learning 14 3 4 1
Changing Behavior to Fit Cultural Context 13 2 4 1
Establishing Credibility, Trust, and Respect 22 4 3 1
Verbal and Nonverbal Communication 20 4 3 1
Managing Stress in an Unfamiliar Cultural Setting 18 3 4 1
Negotiating with Others 14 3 5 1
Applying Regional Knowledge 50 10 3 1
Resolving Conflict 7 1 5 1
Foreign Language Skills 77 15 12 2
Influencing Others 2 5 1
Establishing Authority 1 10 2

echoing the high frequency of comments on the theme of general cross-cultural understand-

ing (see Table 3.8). Categories with a relatively higher number of negative comments showed a
tendency to be those with lower importance ratings, such as foreign language skills and estab-

lishing authority.

Three examples of comments calling for more or better training that highlight the need

for more training in general were as follows:

* “Integrate training into daily ops. Can’t take a 2-hour on-line course and get it. Need to

practice daily.”

* “I had no training for job or country I was sent to.”
* “Understand religious aspects in country, and how religion applies to everyday life of the

population.”

Some comments relating to foreign language skills described two issues (mentioned in

Chapter One) with existing language training:

* “If USAF was serious about language skills it would make language programs easily

available.”

e “Send me to a country that actually speaks the language which I graduated the Defense
Language Institute for. I graduated DLI in the [specific foreign language cited] . . . and

have yet to use the language in the military.”

Finally, some comments showed the importance with which some personnel view the
need to respect cultural differences, whereas a few other comments showed a strong lack of
respect for cultural differences. Both of these views, the positive and the negative, support the

need for training in this category. The following comments illustrate this need:
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* “In over 7 months of teaching Iraqis and 28 days of doing the same in Afghanistan the
most important deficiency that must be overcome is a sense of superiority on the part of
the USAF and USA. Iraqis and Afghanis aren’t stupid, just different.”

e “I don’t want to learn to speak, write or communicate with foreigners. That’s what we
have interpreters for. Don’t create more work for us. If we are in another country helping
their situation, they need to learn to adapt to our language, culture, and the way we live
[and] be happy with it. The less contact I have with foreigners, the better.”






CHAPTER FOUR
Conclusions and Recommendations

The first of our four goals for the survey was to verify the importance of the original 14 catego-
ries of cross-cultural behaviors. The results of the survey show that each of those 14 behaviors is
viewed as important by at least some airmen (see Figure 3.1).! The results also show that certain
categories are viewed as more important, on average, than others. This suggests that all cat-
egories should be included in training for all airmen, and that categories of higher importance
should be emphasized more than those of lower importance.

Our second goal was to identify whether there were categories of cross-cultural behavior
other than the original 14. To perform this identification, we coded the open-ended responses
on the survey. We found that respondents had suggested several areas for additional training,
but that these either fell within our existing 14 categories of behavior (e.g., interacting with
TCNs and interacting with coalition forces) or were not cross-cultural behavior at all (e.g.,
weapons skills and convoy driving). As a result, we identified no new category of cross-cultural
behavior to add to our existing 14.

Our third goal was to determine whether training needs differed by AFSC, grade (enlisted
and officer), and deployment location. We found that level of importance ratings differed across
AFSCs: Certain AFSCs (e.g., Security Forces, FAOs, and Contracting) agreed or strongly
agreed that nearly all categories were important, some AFSCs (e.g., Intelligence, Aircrew Pro-
tection, and Aircraft Maintenance) somewhat agreed that most categories were important,
and other AFSCs tended to neither agree nor disagree or slightly disagreed that any categories
were important (e.g., pilots and navigators). In addition, unique patterns in the importance
of certain categories were observed within certain AFSCs. For example, Contracting showed
noticeably stronger agreement with the importance of negotiating with others than it did with
the other categories.

1" No items were included to assess the possibility of false positives from accidental (i.e., random) endorsement of a given

category. However, the results of our AFSC-specific analyses allow us to rule out the possibility that random error was solely
responsible for all categories being viewed as important by some airmen. If one of the categories at the bottom of the impor-
tance ranking had been accidentally endorsed as important when it was important to no one, the accidental endorsement
would most likely be randomly dispersed across AFSCs. More specifically, the within-AFSC mean scores for that category
would be low for all AFSCs and not noticeably or significantly higher for any one AFSC relative to other AFSCs. In fact,
quite the opposite occurred. Certain AFSCs had noticeably and significantly higher mean importance ratings than did
other AFSCs for those categories viewed by the overall sample as least important. To illustrate, the overall sample viewed
establishing authority as the least important of the categories. However, Security Forces rated this category as important for
their deployed job, and their ratings for this category were noticeably higher than those of most other AFSCs. Therefore,
establishing authority is viewed as not important by most airmen but is viewed as important by Security Forces. And this
pattern held: All categories were endorsed more strongly by some AFSCs than by others. This finding, of differing levels of
endorsement by AFSC, suggests that all 14 categories should be included in any comprehensive definition of cross-cultural
behavior used by the Air Force.

39
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Our final goal was to determine the perceived helpfulness of current Air Force training
in the 14 categories. The results of the questions about training helpfulness suggest that many
deployed airmen either are not receiving training or are unaware of receiving it in each of the
categories. Respondents who did report receiving training were slightly more likely to report
that they had been trained at some point in their career rather than just prior to deployment,
and many of them did not view the training as helpful. This suggests that many airmen believe
that existing Air Force training in all 14 categories is in need of improvement.

Three Levels of Training

The findings and observations discussed in this report highlight the importance of training
airmen in cross-cultural behaviors for their deployed jobs. However, the finding that the impor-
tance assigned to the 14 categories of behavior differs significantly across AFSCs and, in some
cases, by grade and deployment location leads us to conclude that the amount of cross-cultural
training received should not be the same for all airmen. Since attempting to tailor training
programs to each combination of AFSC, grade, and deployment location would be impracti-
cal, we suggest that any comprehensive cross-cultural training program provide at least three
graduated levels of training.

The lowest level of training could include some minimum amount of cross-cultural train-
ing in each of the 14 categories for all airmen. A recent study found that many deployed airmen
in a variety of non-combat AFSCs often and unexpectedly find themselves traveling or work-
ing outside the secure base (Manacapilli, Hardison, Gifford, Bailey, and Bower, 2007). We
therefore suggest that this lowest level of cross-cultural training be provided to all airmen as
part of their PME and during predeployment training. This will ensure that all airmen have a
basic foundation of cross-cultural behavior ready to apply if the need arises. This minimum-
level training could focus more heavily on the behavior categories that, on average, were rated
most important by the survey respondents (see Figure 3.1 for the categories’ ranked order of
importance). However, no category should be neglected.

The next, medium level of training could provide cross-cultural behavior training of
greater depth to airmen in the AFSCs that indicated that the 14 categories were, on average,
moderately important. As with the low-level training, no category would be left out, but atten-
tion would be paid to categories generally rated as more important than the others.

The final, highest level of training would be provided to airmen in those AFSCs that indi-
cated clear and strong agreement with the importance of a particular category. For these select
AFSCs, this specialized, expert-level training would be only in categories whose importance
they had strongly agreed with. Thus, in contrast to the first and second levels of training, this
level would be category specific by AFSC.

Appendix E’s Tables E.1 and E.2 show the importance ratings by AFSC, grade, and
deployment. These two tables could be used to identify the AFSCs that are in need of more
than the lowest level of training—i.e., those needing the moderate (medium-level) training,
and those also needing the intensive (high-level) training in specific categories.
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Next Steps

To confront the ongoing challenge of building a cross-culturally skilled force, we recommend
further research and development on training for cross-cultural performance.? We view the
process of building a cross-culturally skilled force as an instructional system and as needing to
be approached comprehensively.

The suggestions we make here represent interdependent steps that will result in a coher-
ent, institutionalized instructional system that takes into account the organizational context of
the Air Force. These suggestions also represent best practices in training (e.g., Goldstein, 1991).
This type of systematic approach would facilitate lifelong learning of behaviors identified as
useful to cross-cultural performance; it would also ensure that the content of cross-cultural
training would be successfully transferred from the training context to the work context and
maintained. We have organized our suggestions in roughly temporal order, and we identify
areas in which further research would be helpful in determining the best course of action.

Set Performance Standards

Our study did not address the issue of absolute performance standards. This issue, which
is more than simply measuring or tracking training, has to do with establishing the actual
amount of skill that must be displayed on a job in order to succeed. While the higher levels
of importance ratings given to categories by some AFSCs do suggest that those AFSCs need
higher levels of skills, no minimum performance standard was specified. So, for example, even
though some AFSCs indicated that foreign language skills in the country of deployment are
important, there is no way to know what skill level (e.g., novice) would be sufficient. And even
if a level were indicated, the meaning of the level (e.g., expert) for each behavior would not be
clear. In other words, although our findings may offer some guidance, additional research is
needed to establish standards for performance for each of the 14 categories.

DoD has begun to chart a course in this direction with its development of guidelines for
regional and cultural expertise (DoD, 2007). However, our examination of these guidelines,
available in draft form, revealed that they largely describe in-depth expertise in only one type
of cross-cultural behavior—applying regional knowledge. More specifically, DoD has pro-
vided descriptions of levels of regional knowledge, from pre-novice through expert. The person
has only very limited knowledge of basic facts about the country at the lowest levels of exper-
tise, and the person has extensive knowledge about the country (e.g., the political structure of
the country) at the highest levels.

Expansion of the DoD guidelines to cover all 14 behavior categories could bring more
breadth and completeness to the determination of expertise, since the five skill levels outlined
in the guidelines could be delineated separately for each of our 14 categories of behavior. The
DoD guidelines could also provide more depth to the conceptualization of our 14 categories
by considering behaviors that fall at a lower level of expertise than those in our current descrip-
tions of the categories. The application of DoD’s skill-level framework to each of the 14 catego-
ries is a suggested next step for establishing culture performance standards.

As an example of how the DoD guidelines could be combined with our 14 categories of
behavior, consider self-initiated learning. Level 0+ (pre-novice) would describe a person who
might know information is available, but does not know where or how to seek that informa-

2 Aswedid throughout this report, we use training to refer to both rraining and education in the discussion.
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tion. Level 1 (novice) would describe a person who is able to refer to briefing notes and possibly
class notes for information on the culture, and knows where to seek further knowledge but
has insufficient information to evaluate the quality of the content of his/her sources. Level 2
(associate) would describe a person who has examined some sources independent of those pro-
vided in area studies courses and other military education, and who has sufficient information
to make judgments about the quality of the information. Level 3 (professional), in contrast,
would describe a person who has investigated the culture on his/her own, bought a few books,
and sought out information on the Internet. This person could very easily apply this ability to
search for knowledge to his/her job. Level 4 (senior professional) would describe someone who
has gone out of his/her way to take courses in the culture and seek out experiences with mem-
bers of the culture and exposure to host nation media outlets in order to gain greater knowl-
edge. Level 5 (expert) would describe someone who has spent the majority of his/her free time
with host nation individuals and has sought full-immersion experience in order to understand
the culture in the greatest depth.

Develop Training Content to Address Each of the 14 Behaviors

An in-depth examination of current Air Force cross-cultural curricula and a comparison of
these curricula with other services’ programs (including select business models) could be used
to help Air Force trainers build on existing effective programs and to ensure content coverage
for each of the 14 categories of behavior identified as important. This undertaking would help
identify current gaps in available Air Force training. If training programs for each of the 14
categories are already available in the other military services or elsewhere, they could be repur-
posed for the Air Force. An examination of extant Air Force training programs (which, as we
learned from our informal interviews and focus groups, are at present offered unsystematically
throughout the force) is also essential. These existing Air Force programs may be especially
useful in that they would not have to be modified to the same extent as programs developed
for students in other services or for civilian audiences. To the extent that existing training pro-
grams do not address the 14 categories, new content will have to be developed.

Another issue for development of training content is the required level of cultural speci-
ficity. Some of the 14 categories of behavior represent somewhat culture-general behaviors. For
example, the category of self-initiated learning and the category of gathering and interpreting
observed information are more likely to cover behaviors that are applicable regardless of host
culture. However, other categories, such as applying regional knowledge and negotiating with
others, deal with content that is more culture specific. Though this study identified 14 cat-
egories of behavior needed by Air Force personnel and identified the content of all categories
in general terms, it did not address the content of training that would be needed to prepare
airmen to effectively perform some of those behaviors in a specific region or country.

To illustrate, while negotiation is a skill needed by contracting personnel regardless of
deployment location, negotiating techniques differ across cultures.? Airmen who are expected
to negotiate in, say, Afghanistan need to receive training on the techniques for successful nego-
tiation in Afghanistan, including any of Afghanistan’s principle subcultures. Ideally, airmen
would learn effective and ineffective negotiation tactics, the different stages of negotiation, etc.
Our study did not specify appropriate negotiation tactics, stages of negotiation, or any other

3 See Ting-Toomey, 2004, for one approach to possible differences, and see Gelfand and Dyer, 2000, for a model of cross-

cultural negotiation.
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relevant information needed for effective negotiation in any specific culture or cultures.* We
therefore suggest that further research address the details of country- or region-specific train-
ing in each of the 14 categories. Useful sources for this type of information would include cul-
tural anthropologists with extensive experience with the region and natives of the region.

As part of an Air Force—wide instructional system, this culture-specific training would
likely be delivered in the context of predeployment training rather than PME. PME content,
in contrast, might be expected to focus on general negotiation tactics, how to determine when
culture-specific negotiation tactics might apply, and how to provide a broad overview of dif-
ferent culturally appropriate negotiation tactics. The goal would be to instill awareness of the
issues and foundational knowledge that can be built on through specific predeployment train-
ing. Further research and consultation with current best practices would determine the specific
content of the PME curricula.

For example, research suggests (Glaser, 1984) that learning is a cumulative process in
which individuals try to integrate new knowledge with what they already know. Acquisition
of new material is thus facilitated when it is part of a cumulative process in which the new
material is integrated into an existing foundation of knowledge or frame of reference. This
research suggests that predeployment training itself would be more effective if it were built
on such an existing foundation, perhaps acquired through PME. Training delivered in the
context of PME could build on a foundation started in Basic Military Training. Research also
suggests that simple accumulation of expert knowledge is not suflicient to ensure improved
performance. Instead, understanding must be acquired through a time-consuming process of
activity and experiences, starting with basic concepts that can form the basis for expert under-
standing and application (Greeno, Collins, and Resnik, 1996). Sequential levels of training
over one’s career would therefore be helpful in allowing this growth of expertise in each of the
14 categories of behavior.

Similar concepts could be applied to specialized training for certain career fields. How-
ever, for career fields that specialize in a specific skill (such as negotiation in the career field of
Contracting), it would be advisable for PME to also include culture-specific training so that
airmen in that field do not rely solely on predeployment training for culture-specific tactics
associated with their specific skill.

We have no data on which to base suggestions for the appropriate order in which to
provide training in the 14 categories. Nevertheless, the acquisition of skills in some catego-
ries seems to naturally precede the acquisition of skills in others. For example, communica-
tion is logically a necessary component of establishing influence, establishing trust, and effec-
tive negotiation. It is therefore sensible that some training in culture-specific communication
should precede culture-specific goal-oriented behaviors. Other natural orders of presentation
are less clear. For example, it is not clear that foreign language skills need to precede training in
any of the other 14 categories. Ultimately, the extent to which skill in an area depends on skill
in another should be the determining factor for sequencing the training of the 14 categories.
We thus suggest that the appropriate order for training the categories be further explored.

We also have no data on ease of training for the 14 categories. For example, it is possible
that simply forewarning people about the types of situations they may encounter that typically

4 Note that one country or region does not represent only one culture. Within any country or region, multiple subcul-

tures may be relevant for training purposes. Ultimately, training needs to reflect differences in appropriate behavior among
subcultures.
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induce stress could help mitigate the stress of such situations. However, it is also possible that
no meaningful change in situation-associated stress levels can be brought about without inten-
sive and repeated exposure to such situations. Also, it is known that learning a foreign language
requires extensive time and resources, but the amount of language skill that would translate
to a large impact on cross-cultural performance is not clear. Further research on the impact of
equivalent training resources on performance in each of the 14 categories is needed.

Finally, basic principles of the learning and transfer of material should be applied in
designing the training curricula. For example, the literature examining the factors that lead to
successful transfer of skills acquired through training to on-the-job performance suggests sev-
eral findings that should be considered. For example, training’s transferability may depend on
the extent to which training is high fidelity (i.e., resembles the situations actually encountered
on the job and reflects the variability of situations encountered on the job), its content concen-
trates on general principles (i.e., is not situation specific), and it provides multiple opportunities
to practice (Kraiger, 2003).

Tools for Measuring Skills of Air Force Personnel

Tools for measuring skill levels in each of the 14 categories of behavior could be developed and
ultimately used to evaluate both the skills of airmen and the success of training. The type of
measurement tool should depend on both the type of behavior to be assessed and the level of
skills to be detected. For the lower skill levels, cost and time considerations favor the use of
multiple-choice tests. For example, lower levels of applying regional knowledge could be mea-
sured using a paper-and-pencil test of factual information. Higher levels could be measured
by a paper-and-pencil test that requires test takers to apply that knowledge in making strategic
decisions. Similarly, situational judgment tests (also multiple-choice tests) could be used to
quickly and inexpensively evaluate lower-level skills for categories such as changing behavior to
fit cultural context and applying appropriate social etiquette. These tools would likely be most
applicable for those AFSCs that ranked lower in the importance ratings, on average, for each
of the categories.

More-expensive and higher-fidelity modes of skill measurement would be most appropri-
ate for evaluating the highest levels of skills in several of the categories and would be applicable
for the skill sets in those AFSCs that had higher importance ratings, on average, for the 14
categories. Tests similar to assessment centers (multiple scenario-based work samples, often
involving role-play exercises) could be used to evaluate expert-level performance in most of the
categories. This is functionally equivalent to the type of oral testing currently used to evaluate
foreign language skills.

As noted above, training content should be region and country specific; testing should
reflect this. For example, rules for negotiation in Japan are very different from those in Afghan-
istan. Tests should be designed to assess only those skills appropriate to a given culture.

Evaluate the Success of Current Training Efforts Against the Standards

Existing training (as well as the to-be-developed training suggested by the 14 behavior catego-
ries we examined) should be evaluated to determine how much improvement it produces in
each of the 14 categories. One method of evaluating training is to use reaction criteria. Specifi-
cally, this involves asking trainees for their opinions of the training at the end of the training
program (Alliger and Janak, 1989). This is often used as one—and sometimes the only—
method of evaluating cross-cultural training programs (Mendenhall, Stahl, Ehnert, Oddou,
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Osland, and Kulhmann, 2004). Although this form of evaluation in isolation is clearly not suf-
ficient, since the relationship between reactions and on-the-job behavior is not large, research
indicates that asking trainees to indicate the perceived utility of training may be more useful
than measures of learning during training for evaluating the potential to impact job behavior
(Alliger, Tannenbaum, Bennett, Traver, and Shotland, 1997). Hence, this approach may be
useful in the initial stages of evaluating the training programs.

Our study results on respondents’ perceptions of the usefulness of training, which are
examples of reaction criteria, suggest that the current Air Force training would benefit from
improvement. It should be noted that several caveats apply to this finding, however, including
that the participants decided what they considered #raining and that reactions were not col-
lected at the conclusion of a particular experience and thus cannot be considered applicable to a
specific program. However, the results do confirm the global assessment of Air Force leadership
that training for cross-cultural performance represents an area for improvement.

The tools developed to measure skill levels (discussed above) could be used as another
evaluation method and would address what is discussed in the literature as “learning” criteria
(i.e., a measure of knowledge acquired in training or education). Some of these suggested mea-
surement tools are quite inexpensive to employ once developed. Given ease of use, such tools
offer the potential to do more than simply measure knowledge acquisition at the end of a train-
ing program. They may also be used over time to determine whether the required knowledge is
maintained. Knowledge of how long skill levels are maintained would be useful for other tasks,
as well, such as scheduling refresher courses.

Another strongly encouraged method of evaluating the success of training programs is
to assess trainees’ performance in each of the 14 categories of behavior before and after train-
ing. In this way, one can examine improvement as a result of training and can determine
whether minimal performance standards have been met. In the academic literature, this is
discussed in terms of whether training transfers to the job performance context. Although
the academic literature focuses primarily on supervisory or peer performance ratings when
performance criteria other than self-ratings of performance are examined (e.g., Mendenhall,
Stahl, Ehnert, Oddou, Osland, and Kulhmann, 2004), ideally, performance ratings from host
nationals would be considered.

Although the cross-cultural training literature often uses reaction criteria or learning cri-
teria (i.e., cultural knowledge) to evaluate the success of training programs (Mendenhall, Stahl,
Ehnert, Oddou, Osland, and Kulhmann, 2004) these types of criteria do not always translate
to successful job performance (Alliger, Tannenbaum, Bennett, Traver, and Shotland, 1997;
Goldstein, 1991). Similarly, as discussed in Chapter Three, our results are based on airmen’s
perceptions of the helpfulness of training and thus should be viewed with caution. Again, we
think it is essential that other types of criteria for evaluating current Air Force cross-cultural
training be examined.

Finally, other measures of success targeted to categories of behavior might perhaps be con-
sidered. For example, for the category of negotiating with others, the costs of contracts negoti-
ated by airmen trained versus untrained in culturally appropriate negotiation skills might serve
as a relatively concrete and easily obtainable criterion for success. Such a criterion would fall
into what is known in the literature as results criteria (i.e., indications of how training impacts
the organizational bottom line).
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Track Airmen’s Skills and Training

Once there are adequate tools for measuring skills and the training programs for the 14 behav-
iors have been identified, the tracking of airmen’s skills and training received will be a critical
step in building a cross-culturally proficient force. Existing systems for tracking the training
of airmen should be examined to determine whether they capture current training in cross-
cultural behaviors.

Tracking the training that airmen receive is essential to any thorough evaluation of train-
ing, because record keeping permits evaluation on the basis of job performance, promotions,
and even mission success years later. Without a record of who has participated in which train-
ing programs, long-term evaluation of the Air Forces training and development efforts will be
impossible.

Tracking the skill levels of airmen is critical for the selection and placement of person-
nel. To the extent that cross-cultural skills are measured and recorded, they can permit more
systematic and informed deployment assignments, identification of airmen with pre-existing
aptitudes for cross-cultural performance, and selection of qualified airmen to receive special-
ized cross-cultural training. Lastly, the tracking of current skill sets can prevent placement of
airmen into training programs that would be redundant or below their skill level.

Thus, attention to the tracking process would enable the Air Force to allocate its resources
most efficiently. In addition, it would enable the Air Force to clearly identify the airmen who
are most able to benefit from cross-cultural performance training and to use it most effectively
during performance of their deployed jobs.

Establish the Appropriate Availability of Training

We suggest that Air Force—wide training over the course of airmen’s careers focus on general
principles, and we recommend that predeployment training be the venue for information that
is more situation specific. In this way, airmen will have multiple opportunities to acquire more
general information and practice throughout their careers. We also suggest that there be mul-
tiple levels of cross-cultural performance training, as described earlier, and that even airmen
who are highly unlikely to be exposed to cross-cultural interaction receive a general grounding
(the lowest level of training) in all 14 cross-cultural behavior categories.

Training can be expensive, so it is crucial that the right training be available to those that
need it and that training efforts provide a good return on investment. This is why evaluation of
training’s effectiveness is itself a wise investment. One way to ensure a high return on invest-
ment is to make the most-expensive and time-consuming training available only to those who
need it. Examples of such training include classroom training to speak a language fluently,
culture-immersion programs, and extensive, real-world culture simulation training. Another
way to achieve a high return on investment is to make relatively inexpensive training programs
available to as many people as possible. Examples of inexpensive training include computer-
based training and training via books, online resources, videos, and other electronic media.
These types of training resources could be designed specifically to address the 14 categories
or compiled using any existing resources that address some of the 14 categories. These less-
expensive training modes would perhaps be good vehicles for the lower levels of training,

Institutionalize Training (Systematic Effort)
A final key to incorporating a successful instructional system is for leadership to demonstrate
that cross-cultural performance is an integral part of performance for all airmen. Suggested
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possibilities along these lines include ensuring that cross-cultural performance (as defined by
the 14 categories) is more fully represented in the Air Force’s Institutional Competency List.
Another possibility is to provide, as recommended earlier, a foundation of cross-cultural train-
ing in Basic Military Training and officer commissioning training that is continuously rein-
forced and built on with training that occurs across each airman’s career. The less-expensive
modes of training (see previous subsection) might also prove useful for self-initiated practice
programs. Yet another possibility is a system of organizational rewards or other incentives® that
would convey the message that the Air Force values the practice and incorporation of cross-
cultural training and thus encourage trainees to maintain and apply the skills they acquire in
the 14 categories.

The learning of complex skills requires a comprehensive approach, and a needs assess-
ment, such as we have provided here, is only the first step. Our findings represent a foundation
on which to build an integrated approach to the Air Force’s training of cross-cultural perfor-
mance behaviors.

5 See, for example, Kraiger’s “Perspectives in Training and Development” (2003).






APPENDIX A
Survey Population and Sample

This appendix presents, in tabular form, information on the deployed population, the sample
invited to participate in the survey, and the Air Force population sizes in all stratification
subgroups.
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Deployed Population, Sample Size, and Air Force Population

Number of Personnel Deployed in Previous 18 Months Size of Invited Sample Size of Air Force Population
High Grade Low Grade Total High Grade Low Grade Total Grade

2-Digit IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/
AFSC Other  AFG Other AFG Other AFG Other AFG Other AFG Other AFG High Low Total
10 32 18 0 0 32 18 32 18 0 0 32 18 301 0 301
1" 962 392 2,71 700 3,673 1,092 150 150 150 150 300 300 5,324 6,586 11,910
12 372 161 900 254 1,272 415 150 150 150 150 300 300 1,639 1,861 3,500
13 184 70 413 153 597 223 150 70 150 150 300 220 1,696 3,038 4,734
14 108 68 427 236 536 306 108 68 150 150 259 220 1,031 1,686 2,717
15 9 15 38 37 47 52 9 15 38 37 47 52 243 358 601
16 43 39 5 6 50 45 43 39 5 6 50 45 1,085 60 1,145
20 10 18 0 0 10 18 10 18 0 0 10 18 168 0 168
21 153 133 470 295 626 428 150 133 150 150 303 283 1,364 2,006 3,370
30 26 26 0 0 26 26 26 26 0 0 26 26 301 0 301
31 12 45 50 178 62 223 12 45 50 150 62 195 272 405 677
32 48 98 139 218 188 316 48 98 139 150 188 248 508 698 1,206
33 94 91 397 317 504 410 94 91 150 150 257 243 1,233 1,997 3,230
34 18 15 87 45 105 60 18 15 87 45 105 60 130 349 479
35 25 1" 40 32 65 43 25 1 40 32 65 43 116 169 285
36 9 15 41 26 52 1 9 15 1 26 52 1 0 856 856
37 31 36 83 51 115 87 31 36 83 51 115 87 580 856 1,436
38 3 1 13 3 16 4 3 1 13 3 16 4 0 0 0
40 14 7 0 0 14 7 14 7 0 0 14 7 104 0 104
41 37 44 44 40 81 84 37 44 44 40 81 84 559 495 1,054
42 17 34 48 70 65 104 17 34 48 70 65 104 475 549 1,024
43 42 49 34 32 76 81 42 49 34 32 76 81 621 535 1,156
44 77 120 48 46 125 166 77 120 48 46 125 166 1,086 896 1,982
45 38 113 4 16 42 129 38 113 4 16 42 129 459 263 722

46 94 99 269 258 363 357 94 99 150 150 244 249 1,226 273 1,499
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Number of Personnel Deployed in Previous 18 Months Size of Invited Sample Size of Air Force Population

High Grade Low Grade Total High Grade Low Grade Total Grade
2-Digit IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/

AFSC Other AFG Other  AFG Other AFG Other AFG Other AFG Other AFG High Low Total
47 24 12 8 4 32 16 24 12 8 4 32 16 512 342 854
48 81 51 57 26 138 77 81 51 57 26 138 77 422 158 580
51 49 43 37 56 86 99 49 43 37 56 86 99 612 600 1,212
52 25 49 43 43 68 92 25 49 43 43 68 92 256 300 556
60 1 0 1 1 0 1 58 0 58
61 16 4 15 9 35 13 16 4 15 9 35 13 282 558 840
62 5 10 31 21 39 32 5 10 31 21 39 32 290 1,879 2,169
63 17 42 31 33 49 75 17 42 31 33 49 75 1,236 1,045 2,281
64 4 52 69 m 73 163 4 52 69 m 73 163 302 497 799
65 17 37 22 43 57 84 17 37 22 43 57 84 290 422 712
71 4 14 17 30 30 64 4 14 17 30 30 64 117 208 325
80 1 1 1 0 1 49 0 49
81 8 8 6 4 14 12 8 6 4 14 12 364 425 789
82 3 4 3 4 69 46 115
83 0 0 2 4 2 0 0 2 4 2 50 63 113
85 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 5 6
86 5 3 3 2 8 5 5 3 3 2 8 5 48 56 104
87 1 0 1 1 0 1 49 0 49
88 0 1 1 0 1 1 20 16 36
90 11 10 0 11 10 1 10 0 11 10 295 0 295
91 18 13 0 0 18 13 18 13 0 0 18 13 463 2 465
92 12 7 65 22 77 29 12 7 65 22 77 29 1,368 3,951 5,319
95 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0
96 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 18 20
97 7 12 6 3 13 15 7 12 6 3 13 15 194 61 255
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Number of Personnel Deployed in Previous 18 Months Size of Invited Sample Size of Air Force Population
High Grade Low Grade Total High Grade Low Grade Total Grade

2-Digit IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/
AFSC Other  AFG Other AFG Other AFG Other AFG Other AFG Other AFG High Low Total
1A 1,431 633 1,248 218 2,679 851 150 150 150 150 300 300 5,416 4,069 9,485
1C 676 983 554 859 1,231 1,842 150 150 150 150 301 300 6,138 4,070 10,208
1N 437 313 436 290 874 603 150 150 150 150 301 300 5,402 6,253 11,655
1S 1 39 1 0 42 40 4 39 1 0 42 40 341 27 368
1T 290 118 276 115 566 233 150 118 150 115 300 233 1,354 1,239 2,593
1w 127 217 54 68 182 286 127 150 54 68 182 219 1,395 780 1,395
2A 5,923 2,396 5727 2,505 11,660 4,906 150 150 150 150 310 305 29,897 24,209 54,106
2E 689 596 654 705 1,344 1,302 150 150 150 150 301 301 6,100 4,465 10,565
2F 709 264 668 209 1,378 473 150 150 150 150 301 300 2,206 1,641 3,847
2G 119 87 37 22 157 109 119 87 37 22 157 109 520 256 776
2M 7 22 39 59 46 81 7 22 39 59 46 81 1,185 757 1,942
2P 61 5 42 5 103 10 61 5 42 5 103 10 467 274 741
2R 100 35 92 42 192 77 100 35 92 42 192 77 863 569 1,432
2S 1,067 643 650 374 1,718 1,017 150 150 150 150 301 300 4,763 2,913 7,676
2T 1,275 1,219 1,207 1,232 2,483 2,451 150 150 150 150 301 300 6,581 5,868 12,449
2W 905 714 980 768 1,885 1,483 150 150 150 150 300 301 8,092 6,656 14,748
3A 756 539 329 220 1,087 760 150 150 150 150 302 301 5,734 2,530 8,264
3C 1,026 627 617 405 1,645 1,040 150 150 150 150 302 308 7,593 3,025 10,618
3E 1,919 1,826 2,039 1,839 3,959 3,665 150 150 150 150 301 300 8,760 7,115 15,875
3H 7 5 0 0 11 5 7 5 0 0 11 5 3 — 3
3M 762 268 703 208 1,465 476 150 150 150 150 300 300 2,243 2,125 4,368
3N 77 78 20 33 97 112 77 78 20 33 97 112 1,744 679 2,423
3P 1,633 2,206 2,508 3,442 4,141 5,648 150 150 150 150 300 300 9,279 14,945 24,224
3S 467 345 121 92 589 437 150 150 121 92 272 242 6,085 1,638 7,723
3U — — — — — — — — — — — — 1 —

3V 60 81 35 54 95 135 60 81 35 54 95 135 — — 0
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Number of Personnel Deployed in Previous 18 Months

Size of Invited Sample

Size of Air Force Population

High Grade Low Grade Total High Grade Low Grade Total Grade

2-Digit IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/

AFSC Other AFG Other  AFG Other AFG Other AFG Other AFG Other AFG High Low Total
4A 250 189 155 157 405 346 150 150 150 150 300 300 2,607 2,123 4,730
4B 39 25 25 12 64 37 19 14 16 8 35 22 544 306 850
4C 23 40 30 21 53 61 12 22 22 15 34 37 384 317 701
4D 1 13 9 22 10 35 1 8 5 13 6 21 176 200 376
4E 47 21 23 14 70 35 17 10 17 8 34 18 644 413 1,057
4H 27 27 18 39 45 66 10 8 13 29 23 37 137 197 334
4) 4 24 0 4 4 28 3 10 0 4 3 14 214 124 338
aM 25 11 20 5 45 16 13 2 16 2 29 4 225 127 352
4N 532 468 274 271 806 739 150 150 150 150 300 300 3,989 2,752 6,741
4p 36 32 9 20 45 52 23 14 6 14 29 28 566 316 882
4R 30 28 14 30 44 58 1 17 9 21 20 38 533 348 881
47 32 53 27 26 59 79 14 23 17 14 31 37 721 521 1,242
4v 8 5 8 2 16 7 3 3 3 2 6 5 188 91 279
4Y 37 36 38 30 75 66 24 19 26 20 50 39 1,367 1,060 2,427
5J 44 67 6 1 50 68 44 67 6 1 50 68 828 156 984
5R 33 48 21 24 54 72 33 48 21 24 54 72 325 129 454
6C 168 21 59 51 227 262 150 150 59 51 209 201 842 330 1,172
6F 156 118 103 55 260 173 150 118 103 55 254 173 1,491 919 2,410
6N 0 1 1 0 1 1 — — 0
75 81 121 0 82 121 81 121 0 82 121 949 7 956
8A 9 1 0 9 1 9 1 0 9 1 175 1 176
8B 15 16 0 1 15 17 15 16 0 1 15 17 855 6 861
8C 6 0 6 6 0 6 132 — 132
8D 11 0 11 11 0 1" 61 — 61
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Number of Personnel Deployed in Previous 18 Months Size of Invited Sample Size of Air Force Population
High Grade Low Grade Total High Grade Low Grade Total Grade

2-Digit IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/ IRAQ/
AFSC Other AFG Other AFG Other AFG Other AFG Other AFG Other AFG High Low Total
8F 189 141 0 0 189 141 150 141 0 0 150 141 1,125 — 1,125
8G 1 0 1 1 0 1 101 185 286
8M 100 52 89 22 189 74 100 52 89 22 189 74 320 262 582
8R 15 6 4 3 19 9 15 6 4 3 19 9 2,095 101 2,196
9D 10 9 1 0 1 9 10 9 1 0 1" 9 230 9 239
9E 4 1 0 0 4 1 4 1 0 0 4 1 146 — 146
9G 23 25 0 0 23 25 23 25 0 0 23 25 355 — 355
9L 3 0 3 3 0 3 64 5 69
9s 18 5 23 18 5 23 264 195 459
9T 0 0 8 13 8 14 0 0 8 13 8 14 127 6,607 6,734
9u — — — — — — — — — — — — 2 1

25,304 18,152 26,691 18,023 52,080 36,224 5,964 5,927 5,608 5,387 11,657 11,363 173,430 148,589 322,019

NOTES: (1) High grade is E-5 through E-9 for enlisted personnel and O-4 through O-9 for officers; low grade is E-1 through E-4 for enlisted personnel and O-1
through O-3 for officers. (2) In some cases, totals include individuals for whom no grade information was available and therefore are slightly larger than the sum of
the individual subgroup sizes.
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APPENDIX B

Survey Instrument

Survey Control Number: SCN07-048 (valid until July 2008)

The RAND Corporation, a non-profit research institution in Santa Monica, California, is con-
ducting this survey as part of a foreign culture and language research initiative conducted on
behalf of the U.S. Air Force. The goal of this research is to develop a framework for training
Airmen to be aware of and sensitive to cultures that they may encounter when deployed.

We selected you for possible participation in this study because of your past experience as a
deployed member of the U.S. Air Force. Even if you have very little deployed experience, your
responses are useful to us. Your participation consists only of completing this on-line survey.

Your participation in the study is completely voluntary. You may refuse to participate, or you
may stop at any time and for any reason, without any penalty.

Your responses to this survey are confidential. We will use the information you give us for
research purposes only. We will protect the confidentiality of this information, and will not
disclose your identity or information that identifies you to anyone outside of the research proj-
ect, except as required by law. We will not identify you in any reports we write. We will destroy
all information that may identify you at the end of the study.
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DEMOGRAPHICS

What is your paygrade?
(Paygrade List)

What is your gender?
Male
Female
Decline to answer

What is your current duty AFSC?

If your AFSC is not listed, select “other” from the bottom of the drop-down list and type your
AFSC in the box below.

(AFSC List)

If your AFSC is NOT listed in the above drop-down list, please enter it here.

Insert TEXT

Have you ever been deployed outside the United States?

* (The asterisk means we require an answer to this question in order for you to proceed
with the survey.)

Yes

No

If they indicated they have not been deployed they saw the following message:

While we appreciate your interest, our questions are only about deployed experi-
ences outside the United States. Because you have not been deployed outside the
United States, you have reached the end of the survey.

Again, we appreciate your willingness to participate and thank you for your time.

If they indicated they have been deployed they continued to the next question.

During your career, how many times have you been deployed outside the United States?
1-5 times
6—7 times
8—-10 times
11-15 times
16 times or more
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How many days were you deployed outside the United States during the last 20 months?
Less than 30 days
30 to 60 days
61 to 90 days
91 to 120 days
Over 120 days

MOST RECENT DEPLOYMENT

In which country were you last deployed outside the United States?
* (The asterisk means we require an answer to this question in order for you to proceed
with the survey.)
Afghanistan
Antarctica
Bahrain
Colombia
Cuba
Cyprus
Dijibouti
Ecuador
El Salvador
Germany
Greece
Guam
Guatemala
Honduras
Iraq
Japan
Kuwait
Kyrgyzstan
Netherlands Antilles
New Zealand
Nicaragua
Pakistan
Puerto Rico
Qatar
Saudi Arabia
Serbia and Montenegro
South Korea
Spain
Turkey
The UN
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United Arab Emirates
Other, please specify

Insert TEXT

How long was your last deployment to ?
Less than 30 days
30 to 60 days
61 to 90 days
91 to 120 days
Over 120 days

Have you been deployed to more than once?
Yes
No

During your last deployment to , what was your deployed unit’s mission?
Flying ops
Other ops
Medical
Base support
CAOC or AOC
Staff above Wing level

In your last deployment to , did you frequently operate in or plan for operations in
another country or AOR?

No

Yes. If so, what country or AOR?

Insert TEXT
What was your paygrade when you were deployed in ?
In what AFSC did you deploy to ?

If your AFSC is not listed, select “other” from the bottom of the drop-down list and type your
AFSC in the box below.

Insert TEXT |
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LANGUAGE SKILLS

My level of skill in the foreign language that I know best allows me to:

Do nothing—I do not speak, write, or understand any foreign language

Satisty routine travel needs and minimum courtesy requirements

Satisfy routine social demands and limited work requirements

Speak the language with sufficient structural accuracy and vocabulary to participate
effectively in most formal and informal conversations on practical, social, and profes-
sional topics

Use the language fluently and accurately on all levels normally pertinent to professional
needs

Speak with the proficiency equivalent to that of an educated native speaker

My level of skill in the language of the country where I was last deployed ( ) allows me

to:

Do nothing—I do not speak, write, or understand the language of the country where
I was deployed

Satisfy routine travel needs and minimum courtesy requirements

Satisty routine social demands and limited work requirements

Speak the language with sufficient structural accuracy and vocabulary to participate
effectively in most formal and informal conversations on practical, social, and profes-
sional topics

Use the language fluently and accurately on all levels normally pertinent to professional
needs

Speak with the proficiency equivalent to that of an educated native speaker

IMPORTANCE OF CATEGORIES

The remaining questions are about your most recent deployment experience outside the United

States.

You indicated that your most recent deployment experience was in . Please
answer the remaining questions with regard to only your most recent deployment experience.

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements (or select
“Don’t know”):

[Participants indicated their agreement on a scale from strongly agree = 5 to strongly disagree
= 1, or could select the option “I don’t know”]
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In

, I found myself in situations (on and off duty) where it was or would have been

important for me to:

Take the initiative to volunteer for or request additional opportunities from the
Air Force to learn about the culture and/or language of the country where I was
deployed.

Change my behavior depending on the gender of the local person(s) with whom I was
interacting.

Apply factual information about the country’s current political situation.

Change or deviate from SOPs and/or ROE to accommodate cultural issues.
Observe the behavior of others around me to learn how the local people interact with
each other.

Gain the trust of the locals.

Apply factual information about the current religious beliefs of the local people.
Change local people’s perception of Americans and the U.S. military.

Provide leadership and guidance to the locals in order to achieve my mission.

Use different tactics when negotiating with locals than I would when negotiating
with Americans.

Follow television and/or radio programming, such as news programs, in the language
of the country where I was deployed.

Learn on my own (i.e., through the Internet, books, software such as Rosetta Stone,
or by talking to other people) about the country where I was to be deployed.
Recognize and manage the stress of feeling that the local people may not welcome the
presence of U.S. troops.

Convince locals to respect my opinion.

Demonstrate respect for the cultural differences between Americans and the locals.
Prevent and/or resolve conflicts that may have arisen from an American disrespecting
the cultural norms of locals.

Avoid common American practices that may be offensive in certain cultural settings,
such as speaking loudly, pointing, or using the left hand to pass an object.
Demonstrate my authority to ensure compliance by the locals.

Observe how the locals react to other locals to learn what produces positive reactions
and what produces negative reactions.

Recognize and manage the stress of feeling like a “fish out of water” due to cultural
and ethnic differences.

Take the initiative to talk to someone from the country where I was deployed (such
as my interpreter or guide) to learn more about the local culture and/or language.
Gain respect of the locals.

Know and understand local customs, conventions, and norms for behavior.
Recognize that local people often do not fit the stereotypes for their culture.
Recognize and manage the stress of feeling that the local people might view me as a
stereotypical American.

Read signs, newspapers, flyers, or other materials printed in the language of the coun-
try where I was deployed.

Observe how the locals react to other American military personnel to learn what pro-
duces positive reactions and what produces negative reactions.
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Adapt my behavior to match and/or complement the behavior of local people.

Form mutually beneficial partnerships with local people.

Behave in ways appropriate to local social etiquette (such as customs/manners used at
a dinner party).

Reach a compromise situation with locals that made both sides pleased with the
result.

Show locals that I would not betray their trust in me.

Interact with locals in ways that might be awkward for an American but necessary to
fit in with the culture.

Speak any foreign language (different from the local language of the country where I
was deployed).

Recognize that everyone has stereotypes, but that I should try not to form opinions
about the locals I met based on stereotypes.

Apply different rules for etiquette when interacting with different types of locals (e.g.,
officials vs. tradesmen, men vs. women).

Change local people’s opinions.

Apply culture-specific rules for negotiation.

Communicate my message clearly to the locals.

Apply factual information about the religious history of the local people.

Manage and/or resolve conflicts between locals.

Resolve conflicts between Americans and local people.

Apply factual information about the country’s economic history and current eco-
nomic situation.

Persuade local people to go along with or accept an idea.

Apply factual information about the country’s political history.

Recognize that American culture is different from the local culture but not necessar-
ily superior.

Speak the language of the country where I was deployed.

Exercise a leadership role with respect to locals.

Use a translator to communicate with non-English-speaking people.

Establish that I had authority over one or more local individuals.

Adjust my behavior to intentionally convey information about my mood, demeanor,
status, or intent to locals.

Defuse a conflict between Americans and locals that may have arisen from either side
not understanding the differences in cultural norms.

Exercise judicial/law enforcement powers (such as resolving basic litigation disputes)
over locals.

Apply factual information about the foreign relations of a given country (e.g., whether
a neighboring country is an ally or a foe).

Follow the rules for etiquette that are unique to the culture in order to make the
locals feel comfortable around me.

Hire (with my own money) a local instructor, interpreter, and/or someone in the
country where I was deployed to help me learn the language and culture.

Spend my off-duty time with the local people in the country where I was deployed to
learn their language, customs, values, and understand their behavior.
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Negotiate with the local people.

Control or restrict the behavior of the local people.

Treat each new local person I met as an individual who may be very different from
the other locals I met.

Respect the local peoples’ values, opinions, and mindset.

Clarify to a group of locals in no uncertain terms that I was in charge of the situation
and that all of the locals would have to do as I instructed.

Observe my surroundings to identify which local people appear to be acting inap-
propriately or suspiciously and which do not.

Write in the language of the country where I was deployed.

Understand subtle non-verbal communication (e.g., their body language) when inter-
acting with local people.

Recognize and manage the stress I felt in a situation that arose from my or another
member of my unit’s lack of language skills.

Recognize and manage the stress I felt in situations that arose from my lack of under-
standing of the cultural norms in the country where I was deployed.

Influence or persuade local people to behave or act in a certain way.

Bargain with local people for supplies or resources.

Gain credibility in the eyes of locals.

TRAINING

The next two pages ask about training you received from the Air Force. The first page asks
about your training just prior to deployment. The second page asks about training over the
course of your career in the Air Force.

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements.
[Participants indicated their agreement on a scale from strongly agree = 5 to strongly disagree
= 1, or could select “USAF didn’t train me to do this”]

The training I received from the Air Force just prior to deployment in helped me to:

N

AN

~

Read, write, and speak the language of the country where I was deployed
Communicate effectively (both verbally and non-verbally) for the country where I was
deployed

Apply appropriate social etiquette for the country where I was deployed

Manage stress in unfamiliar cultural settings in the country where I was deployed
Change behavior to fit cultural context of the country where I was deployed

Gather and interpret information gained through observation in country where I was
deployed

Apply regional knowledge of the country where I was deployed

Learn on my own about the country where I was deployed



9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
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Avoid stereotypes and respect cultural differences between the country where I was
deployed and the United States

Establish authority in the country where I was deployed

Influence others in the country where I was deployed

Negotiate effectively in the country where I was deployed

Establish credibility and trust with people in the country where I was deployed
Resolve conflict in the country where I was deployed

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements (or select“USAF
didn’t train me to do this”)

When I was deployed in , the training I received from the Air Force over the course of
my career helped me to:

1.

N

O

0 N

10.

11.

12.
13.
14.

Read, write, and speak the language of the country where I was deployed
Communicate effectively (both verbally and non-verbally) for the country where I was
deployed

Apply appropriate social etiquette for the country where I was deployed

Manage stress in unfamiliar cultural settings like the country where I was deployed
Change behavior to fit cultural context of the country where I was deployed

Gather and interpret information gained through observation in country where I was
deployed

Apply regional knowledge of the country where I was deployed

Learn on my own about the country where I was deployed

Avoid stereotypes and respect cultural differences between the country where I was
deployed and the United States

Establish authority in the country where I was deployed

Influence others in the country where I was deployed

Negotiate effectively in the country where I was deployed

Establish credibility and trust with people in the country where I was deployed
Resolve conflict in the country where I was deployed
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CATEGORIES OF BEHAVIOR MISSING

The purpose of this survey is to establish the cultural skills needed by Air Force personnel when
deployed to foreign countries. We have identified the following 14 categories of such skills. If
there is a skill that you believe is important and not represented in our list, please describe and
explain in the comment box below.

1.

N

AN

% N

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

END

Read, write, and speak the language of the country where I was deployed
Communicate effectively (both verbally and non-verbally) for the country where I was
deployed

Apply appropriate social etiquette for the country where I was deployed

Manage stress in unfamiliar cultural settings like the country where I was deployed
Change behavior to fit cultural context of the country where I was deployed

Gather and interpret information gained through observation in country where I was
deployed

Apply regional knowledge of the country where I was deployed

Learn on my own about the country where I was deployed

Avoid stereotypes and respect cultural differences between the country where I was
deployed and the United States

Establish authority in the country where I was deployed

Influence others in the country where I was deployed

Negotiate effectively in the country where I was deployed

Establish credibility and trust with people in the country where I was deployed
Resolve conflict in the country where I was deployed

Other skill (please describe):

| Insert TEXT

Congratulations, you have reached the end of the survey!

Thank you for participating,.
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Survey Items Grouped by Scale

ENABLING BEHAVIORS

Foreign Language Skills

1.
2.

3.

4.
5.

Speak the language of the country where I was deployed.

Speak any foreign language (different from the local language of the country where I
was deployed).

Read signs, newspapers, flyers, or other materials printed in the language of the country
where I was deployed.

Write in the language of the country where I was deployed.

Follow television and/or radio programming, such as news programs, in the language
of the country where I was deployed.

Verbal and Nonverbal Communication

Communicate my message clearly to the locals.

Understand subtle non-verbal communication (e.g., their body language) when inter-
acting with local people.

Adjust my behavior to intentionally convey information about my mood, demeanor,
status, or intent to locals.

Applying Appropriate Social Etiquette

9.

10.

11.
12.

13.

Behave in ways appropriate to local social etiquette (such as customs/manners used at a
dinner party).

Change my behavior depending on the gender of the local person(s) with whom I was
interacting.

Know and understand local customs, conventions, and norms for behavior.

Follow the rules for etiquette that are unique to the culture in order to make the locals
feel comfortable around me.

ITEM EXCLUDED IN SHORT VERSION: Apply different rules for etiquette when

interacting with different types of locals (e.g., officials vs. tradesmen, men vs. women).
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Managing Stress in an Unfamiliar Cultural Settings

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Recognize and manage the stress I felt in a situation that arose from my or another
member of my unit’s lack of language skills.

Recognize and manage the stress I felt in situations that arose from my lack of under-
standing of the cultural norms in the country where I was deployed.

Recognize and manage the stress of feeling like a ‘fish out of water’ due to cultural and
ethnic differences.

Recognize and manage the stress of feeling that the local people might view me as a
stereotypical American.

Recognize and manage the stress of feeling that the local people may not welcome the
presence of U.S. troops.

Changing Behavior to Fit Cultural Context

19.
20.

21.

22.

Adapt my behavior to match and/or complement the behavior of local people.

Interact with locals in ways that might be awkward for an American but necessary to
fit in with the culture.

Avoid common American practices that may be offensive in certain cultural settings,
such as speaking loudly, pointing or using the left hand to pass an object.

ITEM EXCLUDED IN SHORT VERSION: Change or deviate from SOPs and/or
ROE to accommodate cultural issues.

Gathering and Interpreting Observed Information

23.

24.

25.

26.

Observe the behavior of others around me to learn how the local people interact with
each other.

Observe my surroundings to identify which local people appear to be acting inappro-
priately or suspiciously and which do not.

Observe how the locals react to other American military personnel to learn what pro-
duces positive reactions and what produces negative reactions.

Observe how the locals react to other locals to learn what produces positive reactions
and what produces negative reactions.

Applying Regional Knowledge

27.

28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

Apply factual information about the country’s economic history and current economic
situation.

Apply factual information about the country’s political history.

Apply factual information about the country’s current political situation.

Apply factual information about the religious history of the local people.

Apply factual information about the current religious beliefs of the local people.

Apply factual information about the foreign relations of a given country (e.g., whether
a neighboring country is an ally or a foe).
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Self-Initiated Learning

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Take the initiative to talk to someone from the country where I was deployed (such as
my interpreter or guide) to learn more about the local culture and/or language.

Take the initiative to volunteer for or request additional opportunities from the Air
Force to learn about the culture and/or language of the country where I was deployed.
Spend my off-duty time with the local people in the country where I was deployed to
learn their language, customs, values, and understand their behavior.

Learn on my own (i.e., through the Internet, books, software such as Rosetta Stone, or
by talking to other people) about the country where I was to be deployed.

ITEM EXCLUDED IN SHORT VERSION: Hire (with my own money) a local
instructor, interpreter, and/or someone in the country where I was deployed to help me
learn the language and culture.

Respecting Cultural Differences

38.
39.
40.
41.
42.

43.

Recognize that local people often do not fit the stereotypes for their culture.

Respect the local peoples’ values, opinions, and mindset.

Treat each new local person I met as an individual who may be very different from the
other locals I met.

Recognize that everyone has stereotypes, but that I should try not to form opinions
about the locals I met based on stereotypes.

Recognize that American culture is different from the local culture, but not necessarily
superior.

Demonstrate respect for the cultural differences between Americans and the locals.

GOAL-ORIENTED BEHAVIORS

Establishing Authority

44,
45.

46.
47.

48.

Establish that I had authority over one or more local individuals.

Clarify to a group of locals in no uncertain terms that I was in charge of the situation
and that all of the locals would have to do as I instructed.

Control or restrict the behavior of the local people.

Exercise judicial/law enforcement powers (such as resolving basic litigation disputes)
over locals.

Demonstrate my authority to ensure compliance by the locals.

Influencing Others

49.
50.
51.

Influence or persuade local people to behave or act in a certain way.
Persuade local people to go along with or accept an idea.
Exercise a leadership role with respect to locals.
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52. Change local people’s opinions.
53. Provide leadership and guidance to the locals in order to achieve my mission.

Negotiating with Others

54.
55.
56.

57.

58.
59.

Negotiate with the local people.

Bargain with local people for supplies or resources.

Apply culture-specific rules for negotiation.

Reach a compromise situation with locals that made both sides pleased with the result.
Form mutually beneficial partnerships with local people.

Use different tactics when negotiating with locals than I would when negotiating with
Americans.

Establishing Credibility, Trust, and Respect

60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.

Gain the trust of the locals.

Gain respect of the locals.

Gain credibility in the eyes of locals.

Change local people’s perception of Americans and the U.S. military.
Convince locals to respect my opinion.

Show locals that I would not betray their trust in me.

Resolving Conflict

66
67.
68

69.

. Manage and/or resolve conflicts between locals.

Resolve conflicts between Americans and local people.
. Prevent and/or resolve conflicts that may have arisen from an American disrespecting
the cultural norms of locals.
Defuse a conflict between Americans and locals that may have arisen from either side
not understanding the differences in cultural norms.

Item not used in a scale:
Use a translator to communicate with non-English speaking people.



APPENDIX D
Summary Statistics

This appendix provides the weighted summary statistics for the importance ratings of the 14
categories of behavior (including the original scales and shortened scales) and for the self-ratings
of skill on the foreign language known best and the language of the deployment location.
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Weighted Summary Statistics for Importance Ratings of the 14 Categories of Behavior and Self-Ratings of Skill in
Best-Known Foreign Language and Language of Deployment Location

Category or Iltem Mean gte‘i 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
1 Foreign Language Skills 2.77 .98 .86

2 Item: Speak deployment language  2.97 1.21 .87 NA

3 Verbal/Nonverbal Communication 313 .98 .70 .68 .85

4 Apply Social Etiquette 335 .94 .64 .61 .83 .90

5 Apply Social Etiquette—SHORT 3.36 .97 .65 .63 .84 .98 .91

6 Manage Stress 3.1 94 .68 .62 .81 .82 .81 .90

7 Change Behavior 3.05 .91 .69 .62 .79 .88 .86 .81 .83

8 Change Behavior—SHORT 318 97 .66 .61 .80 .89 .88 .82 .96 .85

9 Gather/Interpret Observed Info 3.41 .97 .64 .60 .83 .88 .88 .82 .82 .83 .88

10 Apply Regional Knowledge 299 94 73 64 76 .77 .75 .76 .78 .76 .75 .93

11 Self-Initiated Learning 293 .88 .81 .73 .76 .78 .78 .78 .80 .79 .77 .77 .81

12 Self-Initiated Learning—SHORT 311 96 .78 .72 .78 .81 .81 .79 .80 .79 .80 .77 .98 .83

13 Respect Cultural Differences 3.41 .93 .59 .58 .80 .89 .90 .80 .81 .83 .85 .71 .73 .77 .93

14 Establish Authority 260 95 .63 .57 .68 .54 .53 .62 .60 .56 .59 .66 .65 .59 .48 .91

15 Influence Others 2.75 92 74 69 .81 .71 .70 .73 .75 72 .71 .78 77 .74 .64 .85 .91

16 Negotiate with Others 3.01 .94 .75 .68 .87 .85 .85 .80 .84 .84 .82 .80 .81 .81 .79 .69 .84 .92

17 Establish Credibility 311 .95 .73 .68 .85 .85 .85 .82 .83 .83 .84 .79 .82 .83 .81 .67 .84 .89 .92

18 Resolve Conflict 283 .97 .72 .64 .78 .69 .70 .75 .73 .72 .73 .78 .75 .72 .65 .79 .87 .81 .80 .90

19 Skill in Best Foreign Language 85 121 15 15 11 .12 12 10 12 11 13 15 15 16 .11 .08 .12 .13 .14 12 NA
20 Skill in Deployment Language .31 .83 .21 .20 .12 .08 .10 .06 .05 .06 .08 .09 .11 .13 .12 .06 .10 .13 .13 .12 .31 NA

9DURWIOLIS [INYND-SS0JD) BUIUILS(Q :[SUUOSISd 92104 JIyY pako|daq 404 SIS [e4N}ND-SS0ID O/

NOTES: (1) Weighted means and standard deviations are in first two data columns, and coefficient alphas are located on the diagonal. All other
values shown are weighted bivariate correlation coefficients. (2) NA = not applicable.



APPENDIX E

Survey Results

To augment the discussion in Chapter Three, this appendix presents individual, detailed results
from our analysis of the survey responses for every AFSC, grade, and deployment location sub-
group. There are 10 tables here, in three sets:

1. Tables E.1 and E.2 form the first set; they show the respondents” average ratings of the
importance of the 14 categories of behavior. The results for the importance ratings on
the three shortened scales are also shown, as are the results for participants’ ratings of
the extra item about skill in speaking the deployment-location language. Table E.1 gives
the results for officers; Table E.2, for enlisted personnel.

2. 'The second set comprises Tables E.3 through E.6, which present the proportion of
respondents reporting having received training in the 14 categories. Tables E.3 and E.4
cover, respectively, officer and enlisted results for training received over careers; Tables
E.5 and E.6 do the same for training received just prior to deployment.

3. 'The tables in the third set, E.7 through E.10, are just like Tables E.3 through E6
except that they show the respondents’ ratings of the helpfulness of the training they
received.

All of the tables are laid out the same way. The left section consists of three columns: 2-digit
AFSC, deployment location, and grade; the middle section has columns for each category of
behavior (including both the original and shortened scales where applicable) and a column for
the single item: speak the language; and the right section has three columns: number of survey
respondents included in the analysis, number in the sample invited to participate in the survey,
and total population of airmen who had deployed in the previous 18 months.

Within each table, right below the headings, is a row showing the weighted averages for
all deployed personnel for comparison purposes. Below that row, results are presented for every
combination of AFSC, deployment location, and grade. Except for the averages in the “all
deployed personnel” row, all estimates in the tables are unweighted and representative of the
ratings of those who deployed in that particular AFSC, grade, and location.

Some rows in the tables are blank or partially blank even when the sample size is listed as
greater than zero. This is because we chose to not publish results whenever we had fewer than
five individual responses contributing to the estimate. We made this decision for two reasons:
Results based on only a few respondents are very unreliable, and, for small samples, the level
of detail in these tables is precise enough to enable near-identification of respondents (to whom
we guaranteed confidentiality of responses).
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For the importance-rating and helpfulness-rating tables (Tables E.1 and E.2, and Tables
E.7 through E.10, respectively) the results are color-coded to show the degree to which respon-
dents agreed that the category was important/helpful (where 1 = strongly disagree and 5 =
strongly agree). Light blue represents “mild” importance/helpfulness ratings (ranging from 3.1
to 3.4), medium blue represents “medium” importance/helpfulness ratings (ranging from 3.5
to 3.9), and dark blue represents “high” importance/helpfulness ratings (ranging from 4.0 to
5.0). We chose these particular divisions and to use shades of one color so that all ratings stron-
ger than neutral (3.00) would be highlighted in blue, and the darker the blue, the stronger the

level of agreement on importance/helpfulness.



Table E.1

Officer Importance Ratings, by AFSC, Grade, and Deployment Subgroups

Light Blue =

Mild Importance Ratings of 3.1-3.4

Medium Blue =

Medium Importance Ratings of 3.5-3.9

Dark B
High Importance Ratings of 4.0-5.0
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2-Digit AFSC Deployed Location Grade O | <l |xO| < | wa | Om | w [S) > O > =1 | 20 | <X 14 ) L = L 3 = o
Al peployed Al peployes All Deployed | 5, 33 34 33 31 31 31 30 31 31 29 30 29 28 29 27 27 25 | 287 l53000| 88304
Personnel Personnel Personnel 6,015
Commander IRAQ/AFG LO 0 0
(10XX) HI 34 18 18
OTHER LO 0 0 0
H 34 [ '36 36 36 33 33 [37° 33 33 28 33 ['86 30 28 31 32 32 24 8 32 32
Pilot (11XX) IRAQ/AFG LO 28 27 29 27 27 24 26 24 25 26 25 24 28 22 26 25 23 21 26-33 150 700
HI 30 30 30 30 29 28 29 27 29 28 29 28 31 26 27 26 27 22 57-68 150 392
OTHER Lo 30 30 30 30 27 27 27 26 26 25 27 27 27 24 26 25 22 21 24-31 150 2,711
HI 30 32 33 32 28 29 27 28 28 27 29 27 28 23 25 26 23 1.9 47-60 150 962
Navigator (12XX) IRAQ/AFG LO 28 27 27 26 27 24 25 23 27 26 28 22 29 23 25 25 22 21 33-35 150 254
HI 26 25 27 24 27 24 23 23 24 24 24 23 28 22 25 22 23 21 32-36 150 161
OTHER Lo 32 33 33 32 30 31 30 29 30 30 29 30 28 25 28 29 25 22 28-31 150 900
H 32 33 33 33 30 31 29 29 29 28 29 27 28 23 27 26 24 18 60-71 150 372
Space, Missile, IRAQ/AFG LO 31 31 32 31 30 27 30 27 30 30 30 29 30 26 28 27 26 25 29-35 150 153
and Command HI 31 30 31 29 30 28 28 27 28 26 30 27 31 23 27 25 25 21 16-21 70 70
and Control OTHER LO 38 39 38 38 36 36 36 35 35 [8e 86 35 33 30 34 32 30 25 26-30 150 413
(13XX) HI 33 34 34 34 29 32 30 30 29 30 30 30 30 26 